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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON TITLE 1II OF THE
INSTITUTIONAL AID PROGRAM
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 1981 -

Housk oF REPRESENTATIVES.
SuscoMMITTEE ON Postseconpary EDUCATION,
CoMMITTEE ON EpUcATION AND LABOR,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9.43 a.m., in room
2257, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Paul Simon (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present. Representatives Simon, Andrews, Eckart, and
"Erdahl. -

Also present: Representative Derrick. )

Staff present. William Blakey, counsel, and Jennifer Vance, mi-
nority senior legislative associate. ) .

Mr. ErpaHr (acting chairman). Good morning. Perhaps we could
get the hearing underway. Chairman Simon is delayed at anther
meeting and will be along shortly, as well as some of my other col-
leagues, but I am certain that membersrof the several panels sched-
uled for today have other things on their agenda. I think it is well
that we get underway, so that we can get the testimony onto the
record. ) .

_Today we have an oversight hearing on title III, the institutional
aid program. Perhaps it would be proper, since-Chairman Simon is .
not here, to read a statement that I think gives the proper back- ¥
ground for the meeting, the reason for the meeting. I understand
there is some concern vver the formula. We Liave some people from
the various institutions and culleges involved here tuday, represent-
ing many others, of course, who cannot be here, dealing with some 3
propused regulations, and with perhaps some needed changes in
the statute. ’ -

I will read Chairman Simon's statement for the record at this
time:

The Subcumnuttee un Pustsecundary Education today 1s hulding ap oversight”

» heating vn the propusea title L institutional aid regulations, which wergspblished -

. in the Federal Register un July 20, 1981, These regulattons wére issued pursuant fo
title 11 of the Educations Amendments of 1980, Public Law 96-371, almost 10
months after the new law was enacted.

Tutie HI funds have made a substantial impact on the growth und development of
many of the Natin's smaller colleges, especially community olleges and the
histurically blackh colleges and umiversities. Utfortunateiy, the program has alsv
been plagued by adnunistrative prublems and continuing controversy.

Ducing last yeur's reauthurization process, this subcomnuttee and subcuniniittees
in the other body spent more tiune reviewing the title HI program than any other,
except student aid. We svught guidance frum the administration, eligible institu

* th . .

-

ERIC 6

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Gotis, ik wthices s desadupin, o wothable tormula for obyectively determmng st
tubional clgdnlity The Congress wanted to and deaidea to replace the sague aite-
ria tol the old dovelopiig, wistitutiuns program. that s, vut of the mainstream and
straehige tor supvival

The new law goverming the program has two obgective determnants ot eligiblity.
First, the wstitution must have a substantial number of students receiing highes
than averape Pell graot avards, part A, and ur a substantial number of students
recOoang hygher than average grants under title 1V, part B, and, second, thg institu-
ti nanust also have low average educational and genseral expenditures, that's E and
G, oper tull time equivalent student when compared with similar institutions

The sustitution miast alsu be legally authorved to provide withun the State a pro-
gram feading tu o baccaluureate degree The schuol must be acerechited

The cnitetia Congress stleted were intended to wbentify schools and target ad on
o Linuted nuiber of cligible schouls, nut necessarily all of the previously ebigible in-
stitutions On the other hand, the Congress did not intend to dislocate an entare
class of eligible institutions )

The Beamny, tubay s antended to ovbtain a better understanding of the Depart-
it ~ proposed regulations, Jdanfy the data nealded to carry out Congress's intent
and assure smooth vperativn of the grant prucess in the comunyg year

We want to address four basic issues. One, ustitutonal eligibility and use of
LTS 79 Pell grant data i deteonmming institutional elyaibiity, two, the definition of
substantial as propused o the regulation, three, emphasis on achiesing sstitutional
s I sutficens i graduation from the title 11 program, and, four. the regulatory
Litntations l;l.uﬂl onexplivit statutury set asades for commuamity wolleges and the
histonically black colleges and uiiversities

this s= Paul Sinn sfn‘.ll\lng have persunally received niore than 35 letters on
these and rolated issues T addition, many of my colleagues i the Nouse have wiit-
ten ur spohen to e abuut these regulations My hope s that we can find some an-
swers here today

Befure we begin, I want tu encourage all of our witnesses tv sum-
marize their written statements—which will be included in the -
record  while highlighting the principal points. We wish to give ev-
eryone an oppottunity to be heard, and I'll underscore that as the
acting chaitman. If you feel more comfortable reading your state-
ments, obviously, we'll atcept that. If, for the sake of time, you can
condense it and sumimarize it, the committee will have some ques-*
tions. We can proceed. in that way.

The first witness today is not a newcomer to the Hill and we wel-
come back —I've got to get your right title—Hon. William Clohan,
Under Secretary of Education. Bill worked on the Hill for this com-
mittee and it was my privilege to serve with you and we welcuine
you back, Bill, in your new capacity. Why don’t you proceed in a
way that you find most comfortable at this time?

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM €. CLOHAN, JR., UNDER SECRETARY ..
‘ U8, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Mr. Cronian. Thank you. . — M ;

I would like to ask, if 1 could, Mr, Erdahl, that Mark Blazey of
the Office of the Executive Secretariat, Charles Dees, who is
Exccutive Assistant to the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary
Education, alsv share the table with me. Iwould also like to point
out that Steve Kraut, of the General Counsel’s Office, and Marie
Eldridge, who is Administrator of the National Center for Educa-
tion Statistics, are behind me and I may have to refer to them for
some expertise.

M. Erpanr. All of you are welcome to the hearing this morning.

Mr. CLonan. I will try tc summarize as best I can my statement.
I will ask that it be put in the record in full because of the detail
and complexity of the issue and the importance of the Depart-

¥ .
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ment’s role in administering the title I program. T may find it
necessary to read through a geod portion of it.

It does give me a great deal of pleaaule tu ¢cume befure the com-
mittee this morning to discuss an issue and a program that, as you
noted in the opening statement, has had a lot of controversy in-
volved with it. Both the House and the Senate, last year and the
year befure held a series of oversight hearings and lt.glbldtl\e hear-
ings.

Congress has found, and the Department very much agrees, that
there are many institutions out there that do have scarce re-
sources. They face many problems which threaten their ability to
survive. These problems relate tc management and fiscal oper-

ations and in particular the inability to deal with long-range plan-

ning, recruitment, and development activities. The solution to
these problems would enable these institutions to becume viable
and thriving. -

The Department has long recognized that these institutions,
many of whum are historically black institutions, play a vital role
in the American system of higher education. And it is our objective
to help these institutions as much as possible to become self-suffi-
cient, in sume ways through the title III program to the extent that
they wre funded by title III, and also through the White House ini-
tiative on historically black colleges.

I think some of you may have seen the Washington Post article
yesterday which noted that Pepsico, Pepsi Cola Co., has given $1
million to the United Negro College Fund to assist them, and it is
the objective of the adnrinistration to sce private sector funds give
that type of support.

In the spirit of helping these institutions graduate from the need
for unending Federal financial assistance, the Department, under
the previous administratior, supported changes in the authorizing
legislation. Thede changes, which were in the Education Amend-
ments of 1980, replaced the old strengthening developing institu-
tions program with three new institutional ‘aid programs.

Proposed regulations were publlshed in the Federal Register fur
public comment back in July. We've heard some criticism of the
fact that we have not held open hearings. I think it is important to
gu through the reasons for that and the things that we have done
tolmaure that there is continued. debate and input to the final
rules

We are under a gredt deal of fiscal gonstraint and holdiry hear-
ings in the field is quite costly. We have found withithe written
cumments on the rupused rulps that most of the discussivn, most
of the dlbdgleb \Qt and Lertamj/y most of the comment deals with
statutory requif@ments, and not the regulaticns themselves. =

We took extra steps to make sure that all interested parties had
an input. We mailed out 1,500 copies of the proposed regulations to
all current title IIl grantees, to all applicants for title III grants in
1‘)811 and to all persons requesting mformatlon for the 1982 award
cycle.

We received many comments, approximately 200. I'd really like
to emphasize this. The comments were almost totally on the statu-
tory requirements.

& -
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The area where we do have a great deal of discretion, although I
think 1t will be a great deal of our discussion this morning, is
where to set the cutuff for a substantial number of low-income stu-
dents. I'll get into that more specifically later.

Nearly all public commentors expressed concern over two of the
ehigibility criteria established in the law. First, to be eligible an in-
stitution must enroll a substantial percentage of students receiving
need-base student financial assistance under title IV, Second, the
average amount of this assistance to students at applicant institu-
tions must be high in comparison with the average amount of as-
sistance at all-similar institutions.

Regarding the first criterion, the statute does not define the term
"substantial percentage” ‘thus leaving that responsibility to the
Secretary of Education. -

It was very difficult tv settle on a definition of “substantial per-
.centage” that was reasonable, fair, and satisfactory to all types of
institutions. Data for the 1978-79 academic year indicate that na-
tionwide, on the average, 25 percent of undergraduate students en-
rolled in institutions of higher education on at least a half-time
basis and therefore putentially eligible to receive Pell grants, actu-
ally received them. .

This percentage did not vary among 2- or 4-year or public or pri-
vate institutions. Therefure, one possible definition of “substantial
percentage” would be 25 percent, since this is a national average.
However, as you know, Mr. Erdahl and Mr, Eckart, Senators Pell
and Stewart, on the floor of the House in 1980, in June of 1980, had
a colloyuy regarding the definition of “substantial,” and going back
and forth between 40 and 50, they settled on 45.

I'd like to point out without trying to put woyds ipto -their
mouths, at that time it is my understanding there was not data
available on the number of institutions that would be eligible by
using the 43-percent threshold. I won’t say that it was a guess but
certainly as far as the Department is concerned, no one knew
where that would cut off institutions.

Before 1ssuing the proposed rules, the Department staff reviewed
existing data to estimate what the effect of the various substantial
percentage thresholds would be on the pool of eligible institutions
I think it is important that we go through this to show who would
be cut out and who would be left in. .

At the 43-percent level approximately 450 institutions would
have been eligible vnder either part A or B. , )

At the 35-percent level, épgzoximately 650 would have been eligi-
ble, L

At the 23-percent level, more than 800 institutions would have
been eligible,

Because df recordheeping problems, these estimatesﬁwere based

on incomplete, data. We soon realized that no one kndws for sure
. how the definition of substantial percentage would affect institu-
t'wﬁb nationwide within each Statz by type and control or individ-
ually.

Therefore, we believed that it would be helpful to see the public
cuomments regarding the definition.of substantial percentage.

As could be expected, public comment on the definition was di-
vided according to the circumstances at individual institutions.




- students.
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Four example, wstitutions w hose percentage of need-base student
financial aid recipients exceeded 15 percent believe the Secretary
should establish a munimum threshold at 15 percent. Conversely,
thuse institutivns enrolling « smaller percentage felt that the defi-
mtion of 35 percent, which we suggested in our proposed rules,
should actually be lowered, closer to 25 percent. .

It 15 our assumption, based on a reading of the title III statute
and the legislative histury, that Congress expected that the statu-
tory eligibility criteria would identify institutions that serve low-
incume students. Based on' this assumption, we believe that if 15
percent 1s used as the definition of “substantial percentage,” many
institutions that clearly intended to be eligible would be eliminated
from any consideration.

In fact, we believe that the 45-petcent figure would limit eligibil-
ity to such an eatent that it might be difficult for the Department
tu operate a discretivnary grant program. In fact, it would almost
become an entitlement grant program because over 80 percent,
cduser to 90 percent, of the applicant institutions would be funded.

Althuugh a {inal decision has not yet been made, it seems that
defining “substantial percentaye™ as 35 is fair and appropriate in
that it includes thuse institutions that serve luw-income students
and provides an applicant pool that permits the funding of high
quality proposals.

As I mentidned earlier, another area of considerable publig con-
cern, related to the second eligibility criterion, the average amount
of assistance to students at applicant institutions, must ‘be as high
in comparison with the average amount of assistanc2 at similar in-
stitutions. Thus, this high-average award criterion does not accu-
rately identify institutions that enroll large numbers of «iu;income

Let me emphasize that. This is a statutory requiremént which we
do not believe reflects the true intent in Congress, dvesTot-ade-
quately recognize or represent the luw-income ipstitutions or insti-
tutions enrolling low-income students.

Let me go through the several factors which leads mé to this con-
clusion. Campus-based assistance to college work study-programs,
the supplementary grant program, and NDSL's, is awarded to stu-
dents with financial need at the discretion of each collgge. The
amount of assistance is based on the student’s unmef financial
need. Unmet need is determined in general by subtracting the stu-
dent's expetted family contribution and the Pell grant award from

his or her educational cost. Obvious.y, the tuition and fees ¢harged ._

by the institution will have a significant bearing on what the’
unmet need will be. e

Furthermore, many culleges choose to award a small number of
large grants in an attgmpt to fill unmet needs complete with rela-
tively few students. Other coulleges distribute small grants to many
students. Thus the campus-based average award is not an accurate
indicator of student need or income, although I adntit it is an indi-
cator. . ) :

The dmount of‘ﬁ..ggj_‘_g‘u}m. unlike campus-based aid, is deter
mined by formuka. I cpnsiders income. It” ccnsiders cost. The
amount of a Pell grant 1s not subject to adjustment by the financial

iU
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of student and family incomie. -
However, and this is the impertant point, the average award for
low-income students at a college that,charges little or no tujtion \
would be lower than the average award at a college charging high
tuition, jn spite of the fact that both colleges may enrol! equal
-numbers offcomparatively low-income students. Ct
Similarly, the averag® award at colleges that enroll many part-
" time students will be significantly lower than the average award at
colleges that enroll few part-time students.
Thus, many colleges that make extra efforts to serveé low-income
students are charging little or no tuition by proVviding part-time L
study opportunities or by spreading campus-base assistance among
many students, may be denied eligiblity for title III assistanCe. .
For exan:ple, and let me quickly give a California and North
-Carolina impact. In fiscal year 1981, 15 title III grants were made
to 2-year.institutions in North Carolina. Under the new law, which
includes the high-average award requirement, only two such .insti-
tutions in the entire State would be eligible. If that requirement
. were deleted, twenty-two 2-year institutions would be eligible. _ .
. California, only two 2-year institutions would be eligible to apply
T_l;)fle.high-average award requirement if deleted. seven would be eli-
gl e. - - * e LR . . )
~ Moreover, the Department estimates that approximately 30.
historically.black institutions would be denied eligibility.for either
part A or part 8 funding becaus¢ of the high-average award re-
quirement in the law. More than 25 percent of the member institu-
L . ' tions in.the United Negro College Fund would be ineligible.
We believe that the effect of the high-average award requirement
« is contrary to the administration's commitment to enhance black .
* ~  higher education and contrary to the original intent of Congress ;
, Therefore, we strongly suppert.an amendnient to delete that crite-
rion. ", . . . ‘ -
I would like to emphasize that the projections of eligibility re-
ferred to above are based on the 1978-79 student financial aid data.
I would also like to point out that we expect to be able to use the
. more recent 1979-80 data to determine eligibility this coming year
*And we hope that in the next 2 to 3 weeks we will'be ableoe final- . .
ize that eligibility data. R4 . ‘
However, the process of preparing this data for compu&!er analy-
sis-will nqt be ccmpleted until early December and, as a’result, we N
cannot ‘identify specifically those institutions that>will be adversely
affected during the upcoming grant, cycle by the high average
* award cyiterion. The delay in using 1979-80 academic year data is
caused by thd fact that many institutions were lage in submitting
this information or late in resubmitting this information when
errors were called to their attention. .
Frankly, it is.an annual process. It is an annual difficulty And ,
. last year, I think as was. noted ip the opening remarks; we tised
preliminary data, the previous, administration used preliminary
data, and published in the Federal Re%ister. We found out later.
that once the data was purified that 96 institutjons that wonld
have been eligible under the published regulations should have
b;en ineligible. This caused a great deal of constex:rfatiqn in the

, w - ‘

aid officer and therefore tends to reflect more accurately tl}e level I
|
|

.




|

7

P .
higher education commutity and un the Hill. We tried to deal with
that in what we thought was the most equitable manner and al-.
lowed them tu explain why, notwithstanding the fact that they
were ineligible, they should be eligible.

It is almost certain that some individual institutions that are not
eligible on the basis of the 1978-79 data may become eligible using
1979-80 data, or vice versa. This is particularly true since the
Middle Income Student Assistance Act greatly expanded the
amount and the distribution of Pell grants. Obviously, the Lell
grant impact is quite significant in determining an institution's ell
gibility. o

In spite of the fact that our current projections are based on
197%-79 data, it is important to understand that the overall effect
of using that high average award requirement as an eligibility cri
terion 15 not likely tu change the fact that many of the institutions
that we believe Cungress intended to benefit from this program
will not be able to apply. K

Congress dues not choose tu delete the secund eligibility criterion
* pertaining tu high average’award. As an alternative, it might be
appropriate for Cungress to authorize the Department tu cuntinue
tu use the procedures for determining institutional eligibility that
were Jsod last year. These procedures, rather than establishing, ab-
solute thresholds for eligibility, are a slidirfg scale to award eligiP,iL
ity points.  ~ < \

Institutions with a higher average Pell grant award, for FIE,
would receive more points. Institutions with lower E and G expend-
itures for FTE, receive more points. And thgse institutions which
score above the 174 threshold which has been used in past ‘years,
would be eligible to apply for funds. - )

In addition, under the previous system, if an institution fails,to
meet the automatiy eligibitity threshold but can demonstrate to the
Secretary’s satisfaction that they didn’t really reflect the true
needs of the institution, they. may apply for a waiver.

This procedure, by establishing uniform. guidelines of eligibility,
based un enrulling low-incume students, permitting exceptions on a
case-by-case basi% seems fair and equiteble. '

I have to point.gut at this juncture though, that it causes a great
deal of political pressure both on the Department and on Capitol
Hill and I would urge that we 'limit—to the extent possible—the
waiver authority of the Secretary. This is one area where we don't
want waiver authority.

-

posed in an, effort to solve the problems with institutional eligibil-
ity under, the new law invulves grundfathering all institutions that
are currently eligible for titie IIL

We strongly oppose this method. It is important, I think, to go
through the details of why, because I know that Members buth 1n
the House and in the Senate are considering such a grandfather
amendnient.

Grandfathering would make hundreds of institutions-eiigible who
have been receiving assistance for over a decade, yet no longer
serve large numbers of low-incume students. This vbvious inequity
is compounded by the-fact that a great many institutions who have
not had the opportunity to participate in the program in the past

-
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Another method that some current title III grantees have pro .
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could be denied an opportunity in the future in spite of the fact
that many enroll a large number of low-income students, )

As a matter of policy, institutions that do not serve large num-
bers of low-income students should not continue to be eligible for
assistance. - ,

Again, the 1978 Middle Income Student Assistance Act, zgreatly
expanded the Pell grant program. The Pell grant program is one of
the largest bases upon which eligibility is determined. Therefore,
you're grandfathering pre-MISSA institutions. And frankly, in
1979, when they were first grandfathered, they were grandfathered
from a pool of eligibles back ir: the mid-1970's. So we would be con-
tinuing institutions that bear no or little or no relevance to the
current pregram.

At this time I would like to address some specific questions that
Mr. Simon raised in his letter inviting the Secretary to testify. The
most fundamental question, it seems, deals with the issue of self-
sufficiency or graduation from the title 1I{ program.

As you know, both the House and the Senate expressed great
concern over the fact that not a single institution has graduated
from the title Il program during the last 15 years Consequently,
both the House angd the Senate bills made it clear that the purpose
of the program is to enable institutions to become viable and.-thriv-
ing and th. efore independent from the need for title III assist-
ance.

The statute and the legislative history uses terms such as “grad-
uation,” “self-sufficiency,” and “thriving,” to describe the principle
that at some point these institutions must stand on their own

We want to insure, to the maximum extent possible, that institu-
tions will, after a long-term grant, be vital, thriving entities with
no need for .itle III funds. We do not want to mislead institutions
into believing that they will continue to receive unending Federal
financial assistance under title III as they have during the past 15
years. When I use the word “we” there, I think I am properly
noting congressional intent during the reauthorization of this bill
last year. ' ¢

This Department takes.very seriously the unmistakable intent of
Congress that institutions of higher education serving low income
students be provided every opportunity to flourish and to become
free*from dependency on title III. Through anecdotal evidence and
I think through studies that have been conducted, many of the in-
stitutions, perhaps unknowingly, or perhaps with the tacit or im-
plicit consent of Congress, have been using title III funds in the
past for operating expenditures. This in no way helps the institu-
tions to become self-sufficient and that is the primary purpose of
the program.

We agree with the underlying principle that students are better
served by, institutions that offer high quality educational programs

and are administratively and financially stable, thriving, secure

We want to be sure that all students, especially low income and
minority students, have the opportunity to attend quality institu-
tions of higher education. to

I do not believe it is possible for the Department to place too

much emphasis on self-sufficiency. Any weakening of our emphasis
on self-sufficiency would be equivalent to encouraging continued
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dependency. We believe that this is not only contrary to the intent
of Congress but to the principles of sound education.

I want to thank you fur allowing me to present my views and the
Department’s views on the title III programs and I will be glad to
answer any questions I can to help clarify my points.

Mr. EckArr (acting chairmani. Thank you, Mr. Clohan. The full
text of your statement will be made a part of the record of this
hearing, as you requested.

[The prepared statement of William Clohan follows.]

PREPARED STATEMENT 0k Witiam C Cronax, Jr . Unper SECRETARY, U.S.
DEPARTMENT OF EnUCATION

Mr Chairman, niemibers of the subcomnuttee, my name s Wilham C. Clohan, Jr.
and I serve as Under Secretary of the United States Department of Education
Thank you fur the vpportuiuty tu appedar befure the subcomnuttee tuday to provide
the Department s views ot the impact of regulations and law affecting the institu
ttonal aid programs under Title I of the Higher Education Act, as amended by the
Education Amendments of 1950.

Congress has found, and the Department agrees, that many institutions of higher
education in this era ol sudaree resvures face problems which threaten their ability
tu survive These problems relate to management and fiscal uperations as well as to
an inability to engage in lung range planning, recraitment, and development activi-
ties The solution o thiese probienms would endble these institutions tv become viable
and thriving " -

The Department has long recugnized that these institutions, many of which are
histurically blauk institutions, play a vital role in the American system of higher
education. Every effurt must be made to help these institutions becume self suffi-
vent and, therefore, free from dependence on the Federal Government for financial
assistance under Title II1.

In the spirit of helping these insututions graduate frum the need for unending
Federal financial assistance, the Department under the previous Administration,
suppurted changes in the authorizing legislation— Title T of the Higher Education
Act. These statutory changes. contained in the Education Amendments of 1980, re-
placed the old Strengthening Developing Institutions Program with three new insti
tutional aid programs. 3 .

Propused regulations tu implement the new law were published for public com
ment in the Federal Register un July 20, 1951, The 60-day comment period Jlosed on
September 13, 1981,

During the public comment perivd the Department, because of fiscal and time
wontraints, was not able to hold public hearings un title I propused rules However,
in recognuzing the vital role that this program plays in the Life of many higher edu
cation institutions, we tuuk eatra steps to ensure that interested parties were aware
of the prupused rules and had an opportunity to comment. The Department muiled
uver 1,aUU wopies of the propused regulations to ali current Title HI grantees, to all
applicants for Title H grants in FY b1, and to all persons requesting infurmation on
the FY 82 award oyole. Throughout the public comment process, we stressed the im
portance of catefully reviewing the proposed regulations since they were based on
new legislation.

The Department received comments frum approximately 200 individuals, institu
tiuns, groups, and assuciativus. Cummenters primarily expressed cuncern vver statu
tury requirements- such as the new eligibility formuloe. - rather than requirements
imposed through regulations. Judging from these comments, even if the Department
had held hearings it 1s Jear that matters of must concern to the public—the statu
tory requirements—oould not be changed by the Department. Therefore, Mr. Chair
man, I am pleased-that your subcummittee is"holding-a hearing on-the Title IIl'pro
gram so that we can puint out the probl ms that need to be resolved tu carry out
the program this year.

Neurly all public cummenters expressed concern vver two of the eligibility criteria
established in the law:

First, tu be ehigible an institution must enroll a substantial perventage of students
recerving need-based student financial assistance under Title IV for Part A, unly
Pell grants are wnsidered, for Part B, all title IV need based student assistance is
considered).
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Second, the average amvunt of this assistance tu students at applicant institutions
must be high 1 winpanson with the average amount of assistance at all similar
institutions. .

Regarding the first uniterion, the statute dues not define the term “‘substantial
percentage,” thus leaving that responsibility to the Secretary.

It was difficult to settle un a defimtion of "substantial percentage” that was rea
sonable, fair and satisfactory to all types of institutions. Data for the 1978-79 aca
demic year indicate that natiunwide, on the average, 23 percent of undergraduate
students enrulled 1n institutions of higher education on at least a helftime basis,
and thus potentially elygible to receive Pell \BEOG) Grants, actualiy received them
This precentage did nut vary amung two year, ur four year, or public or private in
statutions. Therefure, une pussible defimtion-of 'substantial percentage” would be 27
percent since this 1s & national average. However, as yuu know Mr Chairman, collo-
quy between Senuturs Pell and Stewart un the Senate fluur during cunsideration of
the Education Amendments of 1980, suggest thut "substantial percentage” should be
defined as 45 percent.

Before issuing prupused rules, the Department of Educatiun staff reviewed exist-
ing data to estimate what the effect of various "substantiul percentage”’ thresholds
would be on the pool of potentially eligible institutions.

At the 45 percent level, without regard to any other crienon, approximately 150
institutions would have been elibible under either part A or B, at the 35 percent
level, approximately 630 would have been eligible, And at the 25 percent level more
than 800 institutions would have been eligible.

Bewause of réuurakeeping problems these estimates were based on incumplete data
and we soun realized that nu une knew for sure how the definition of substantial
percentage would affect institutions nationwide, within each State, by type and con
trol, or individually. Therefore, we believed that it would be hel ful to see the
public comments regarding the definition of “substantial percentage "

As cwuld be expected,-public cumment un the definition of substantial percentage
was divided accurding tu urcumstances at individual institutions For example, in
stitutions whose percentage of need-based student financial aid recipients exceeded
45 percent believe the Secretary shuuld define “substantial percentage” as at least
4 percent. Cunversely, institutiuns enrulling a smaller percentage of student aid re-
vipients believe that the definition of 35 percent suggested in the proposed rules
should be lowered. .

It is our assumption based on our reading uf the Title III statute and legislative
history that Congress expected that the statutory eligibility criteria would identify
Institations that serve low-incume students. Based on this assumption, we believe
that if 45 percent is used as the defimtion of "substantial percentage,” many institu
tions that Congress clearly intended to be eligible would be eliminated from any
consideration. In fact, we believe that the 45 percent figure would limit eligibility to
such an extent that 1t might be difficult for the Department to operate a discretion
ary.]gmnt {:rogram and spend all of the funds Congress appropriated

Although a final decision has not yet been made. It seems that defining substan-
ual percentage as Ju percent is fair and appropriate in that it includes those institu-
tions that serve low-income students and provides an applicant pool that permits
the funding of high quality proposals.

As I mentioned earlier, another area of considerable public voncern related to the
second elynibility uriteria—the average amount of assistance to students at applicant
mnstitutions auct be high in cumparison with the average amount of assistance at
all similar institutions. This "high average award criterion” does not accurately
identify institutions that enroll large numbers of low-income students

This may be due to several factors:

Campus-based assistance—Coliege Wurk Study, Supplemental Educational Oppor-
tunity Grants, and National Direct Student Loans—is awarded to students with fi-
nancial need at the discretion of each college The amount of assistance is based
upon the student's unmet financial need. Unmet need is determined in general by
subtracting the students expected famuly contributivn and Pell grant award from
his or-her-educational- cost: -Obviously, the-amount of -tuition-and-fees.charged_by
the institution will have a significant bearing on whether a student has unmet fi
nancial need and the amount of unmet need. Furthermore, some colleges choose to
award a small number uf large grants in an attempt to fill unmet needs completely
for relatively few students. Other culleges distribute smaller awards to many stu
dents. Thus, the campus-based average award is not an accurate indicator of student
need or income.

The amount of a Pell Grant, unlike campus-based aid, is determir.ed by a formula
that considers income and cost. The amount of the Pell Grant is not subject to ad
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Justment by a financial aud officer and, therefore, it tends to reflect more accurately
the level of student and funuly income [owever, the average award for low-income
students at a college that charges Lttle or nu tuition will be lower than the average
award at a college charging high tuitiuon—in spite of the fact that both colleges may
enroll equal numbers of comparably low-income students. Similarly, the average
award at colleges that enroll many part-time students will be significantly lower
than the average award at colleges that enroll few part-tme students.

Thus, many colleges that make extra efforts tu serve low-income students by
charging little or no tuition, by providing part-time study opportunities, or by
spreading campus based assistance anwng many students may be denied eligibility
for Title III assistance. For example: °

In fiscal year 1981, 15 Title III grants were made to two-year institutions in North
Carolina Under the new law, which includes the “high average award' require-
ment, only 2 such institutions in the entire State would be eligible. If that require-
ment were deleted, 22 two-year institutions would be eligible.

In California, only 2 two-year institutions would be eligible to apply under the
c;xrr'g{n law If the “high average award” requirement were deleted, 27 would be
eligible.

Moreover, the Department estimates that approximately 30 historically black in-
stitutions would be denied eligibility, for either Part A or B funding, because of the
high average award requirement in the law. More than twenty-five percent of the
member institutions in the United Negro College Fund would be ineligible. We be-
lievé that the effect of the “high average award" requirement is contrary to the Ad-

~ ministration’s commitment to enhance black higher education and contrary to the
original intert of Congress Therefore, we would support an amendment to delete
that criterion. .

- Mr Chairman, I would I’ke to reemphasize that the projections of eligibility re-
ferred to above are based on 1978-79 student financial aid data. I would also like to
point out that the Departnient expects to be able to use more recent 1979-30 data to_
determine eligibility this coming year However, the process of preparing these data
for computer analysis will not be completed until early in December and, as a
result, we cannot identify specifically those institutions that wil] be adversely affect-
ed during the upcoming grant cycle by the high average award criterion. The delay
in using 1979-80 academic year data is caused by the fact that many 1nstitutions
were late in submitting this information or were late 1n resubmitting this informa-
tion when errors were called to their attention.

It is almost certain that some individual institutions that are not eligible on the N
basis of 197R-79 data may become eligible on the basis of 1979-80 data—and vice-
versa In spite of the fact that our current prejections are based on 1978~79 data, it
is important to understand that the overall effect of using the high average award
requirement as an eligibility criterion is not likely to change the fact that many of
the institutions that we believe Congress ;ntended to benefit from this program will
not be able to apply.

If Congress does not choose to delcte the second eligibility criterion pertaning to
“high average award”, as an alternative, it might be appropriate for Congress to
authorize the Department to continue to use ti,e procedures for determining jnstitu-
tional eligibility that were used last year. These procedures, rather than establish-
ing absolute thresholds for eligibility, use a sliding scale to award eligibility points.
Institutions with a higher average Pell Grant award per full-time equivalent (FTE)
undergraduate student receive more points Institutions with lower average educa-
tional a.id general expenditures per FTE student receive more pomnts. When all
points are added together, institutions that score above 174 points are eligible to
apply for funds. -

In addition, under the previous system, if an institution fails to meet the automat-
iv eligibility threshold but can demonstrate to the Secretary's satisfaction that the
data did not accurately reflect institutional conditions, the Secretary may grant a
waiver and permit the institution to compete for funds. This procedure, by establish-
ing uniform guidelines of eligibility bases on enrolling low-income students but per-
mitting exceptions on a case-%y-case basis, seems fair and equitable.

Another method that some current Title III grantees have proposed, tn an effort
to solve problems with institutional eligibility under the new law, involves “grand-
fathering” all institutions that are currently eligible for Title III. We strongly
nppose tﬁis method "Grandfathering” would make hundreds of institutions eligible
who have been receiving assistance for over a decade yet no longer serve large num-
bers of low income students. This obvious inequity is compounded by the fact that a
great many institutions who have .not had the opportunity to participate in the pro-
gram in the past could be denied an opportunity in the future, in spite of the fact
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that they may entoll o lurge number of low income students As a matter of policy,
Institations that do not serve Jarge numbers of low-incumne students should not con-
tinue to be elimble for assistance

Mr. Chaxrman, at this tune I would like to address some specific questions that
vou raised 1n your letter tnviting the Secretary to testify at this hearing The most
tundamental question, it seems, deals with the issue of *self-sufficiency” or gradua-
tion ' from the Citie I program As you knuw Mr. Chairman, both the House and
the Senate expressed great cuncern vver the fact that not a single institution has
graduated from the Title HI program during the last 15 years Consequently, both
the House and Senate buls made it clear that the purpose of this program is to
enable mstitutions to become viuble und thriving and, therefore, independent from
the need for Title 111 assistance The statute and legislative history used terms such
as “graduation,”  selt-sufficiency,” and “thraving” to describe the principle that, at
some point, these nstitutions must stand on their-own—or go out of business We
want to ensure, to the maximum extent possible, that institutions will, after a long-
term grant, be vital, thnving entities with no need for additional Title Iil funds We
do not want to mslead the mstitutions intu believing that they will continue to re-
cewe unending Federal finanual assistance under Tatle 111 as they have during the
past 15 years. )

This Department takes very senously the umnistakable intent of Congress that
mstitutions of higher education serving low-income students be provided every op-
porwumty to flounish and become free from dependency on Title [II We agree with
the underlying prinuple that students are better served by institutions that offer
high quality educational programs and are adnunistratively and financially stable,
thriving, and secure We want to be sure that all students—especially low-income
and mumority students—have the opportunity to attend high quality institutions of
higher education ) .

Considering this, Mr. Chairman, I do not belie«e it is possible for the Department
to place too much emphasis on “self-sufficiency " Any weakening of our emphasis
on selt-sutficiency would be equivalent to encouraging continued dependency We
believe this 1s not only contrary to the intent of Congress, but to principles of sound
education.

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for the upportunity to express our views on these
important matters. [ would like to conclude my remarks by assuring this subcom-
mittee that the Department 1s making evey effort to ensure that the new Title 111
program of Institutional Aid 1s administered soundly to fully meet the purpose of
the law and intent of the Congress Please feel free to call upon me or members of
my staff if we can provide any further assistance or information to help resolve the
problems I have just described.

Mr. Eckart. Mr. Erdahl, do you have any questions?

Mr. ErpanL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Just a couple of ques-
tions.

I want to thank you, Mr. Clohan, for being with us today.

We started out talking about definitions, what is“‘substantial !
am not sure that we really have the definition of that. It seems like
it was determined by a couple of members in the other body in a
floor discussion. At best it is a rather subjective judgment, I sup-
pose, what “‘substantial”’ means.

You also mentioned a couple of others that I underlined here
When you talk about self-sufficiency, graduation, and assisting in-
stitutions that might have difficulties because, in_fact, they don’t
have much money to become self-sufficient, is the Department pre-
pared to do some other things that might involve help other than
financial? I think that financial help is the one the institutions are
inclined to say that they really need. What will the administration
do to improve administrative skills and to become self-reliant, to go
on their own?

_ Mr. CroHaN. I think there are two things that the Department
and the administration are planning to do, particularly with regard
to the black colleges. One, I mentioned ea:lier, and that’s the
White House 1nitiative. As you probably know, the President issued
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an Executive order, and I think it has given a great deal of priority
to the White House instiative on historically black institutions

The Vice President has taken a very personal interest in that
and as I noted earlier I think the Pepsico grant of $1 million yes-
terday may at least in part be a result of the Vice President’s per-
sonal involvement. :

I can say that in the next month I expect that the Vice President
will bring together a group of corporate leaders with presidents of
most, of the major historically black institutions in the country to
. ltry to create a-dialog and to stimulate private giving to those col-
eges.

The second item, I think is reflected in what the President sees
as the Federal role ir. education for the Department, specifically, or
its successor entity. And that is that we try to be sipportive and
provide technical assistance instead of being instrusive It is my
hope and expectation that the Department, in the coming year,
will set up teams of experts in both the financial area and the de-
velopmental area to go out, if requested by the institutions, and
give them guidance on how they can best develop.

_Under part B, we must set aside for historically Black colleges 50
percent of the amount they received in 1979 unde\{ the old
strengthening developing institutions program. That ‘is a new
change in the law. It's not based on regulation but it is in the stat-
* utes. .

We have also established the 10 percent set-aside for historically
. black colleges in the college housing program.

Mr. ErpanL. Thank you, Mr. Clohan. In your testimony, you
talked about what I guess I would describe as inadequate data that
was available, either in the past administration or at the pgesent
time, in trying to again determine substantial eligibility re uire-
ments. Is better data now available or how do we stand on that sit-
uation? Do you have some more information for us in the Congress
and in the Department? . '

Mr. CLOHAN. In 1978 and, 1979 the program became heavily de-
pendent on data pertaining to E and G expenditures and need-
based student financial aid. We do have a HEGIS system of higher
education information gathering, which provides aggregate data on
most institutions throughout the country. And that takes a great
deal of time to receive, yerify, collate, and prepare these data in
usable form. And you are correct that last year, the premature use
of those data created a great deal of program problems. !

As I noted in my testimony, the school year 1979-80 data is now
available for most institutions but it is not purified and we hope
that in the next several weeks it will become finalized.

Mr. ErpanL. If I could interrupt you there, I wrote down in my
notes here with a question mark behind it, what is to be purified as
far as data is concerned? I can see it clarified, and we heard some
time ago about things being laundered, but how are they purified?
[Laughter.]

Mr. CLoHAN. I'll take a guess at it and maybe Dr. Eldridge can
clarify what I say. I think a better term would be verified. The ver-
ification process Is that which involves completing data that is not
provided in the HEGIS submission or something that is obviously
wrong in the application, the HEGIS submission, or a questionable
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thing. So it invulves going back to the institutions to try to get up-
dated or clarified data.

Marie?

Dr. ELDRIDGE. I would only say, Mr. Erdahl, that the E and G
data is perhaps the most complicated portion of the entire HEGIS
survey that we déal with. Sv they are in the process of editing
today, as Mr. Clohan has said, for incomplete data or what would
appear to be un the basis of other information on the form incon-
sistent data. That particular series does take moure tlme in order to,
as we say, scrub’it down, or fully edlt it.

Mr. ErpaHL. Are those terms of ‘art? You said, scrub it down,
purify it. Maybe I'm just not used-to-this termmology

Dr. ELDRIDGE. Verlfy the accuracy of the data in terms of a
standard edit program which we use in reviewing these submis-
sions from all the institutions before the data is put into the com:
puter for tabulation purposes.

Mr. ErpanL. Thank you very much. I don t mean, Mr. Chairman,
to be critical, but I would guess that if the—and I speak only for
myself and my colleagues can speak for themselves—but I would
guess if you err in the submission of the data, the Congress would
probably want you to err on the side of edltmg less rather than
editing more. Maybe we have to make some judgments which could
be faulty foo. That is just an observation.

Another question, Mr. Chairman—Mr. Clohan, you testified on
the technical problems in the new title III. law. Can you effectively
administer the program without sume legislative change? I guess

.what I am asking, dues the administration have an official position

on this, or what’s the Department’s bottom line?

Mr. CLdHAN. With regard to the high average award, ] think
that we would strongly urge legislative change. Applying this pro-
vision as an absolute minimum standard definitely excludes many
institutions that have been eligible and should be eligible under
what we feel is the statutory intent of the program. There are
many ways you can do that and obviously an amendment going
through the complete legislative process would be very difficult and
to the extent that you can use the appropriations process——

Mr. Eckart. You know we don’t like to do that.

Mr. CLonaN. I know that. But I just suggest it as an option. I did
puint vut two other ways we could deal with the problem. I would
like to emphasize, though, tv grandfather all institutions would be
a disservice to the program in the long run, that you will be in ex-
actly the same position you are now in the next year and the year
after ard the year after that, because it will be very difficult, if not
impussible, to predict exautl) what institutions will be included or
excluded until we actually get the applications in January or Feb-
ruary. And of course that's what all the Members of Congress and
the institutions want to know, will X, Y, or Z institution be eligible_
or not. That's going to be a problem next year also, and the year
after.

Mr. ErpaHL. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Eckart. Mr. Andrews.

Mr. AnprREWS. I will pass at this time.

“
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Mr. Eckart. Just a couple of short questions. May it be prefer-
able in fact to go to a type of sliding scale as opposed to a definitive
statutory percentage? ’

Mr. Cronan. Under current law and under prior year programs
we used a sliding scale. We set a not totally arbitrary cutoff of 174.
I think that number was developed by putting all of the institu-
tions across the spectrum and figuring out what made a reasonable
cutoff in determining eligibility. Maybe one of my colleagues could
specify or clarify that point a little bit more and tell how we did it
in prior years.

Mr. DEks. In the previous year you had different data that was
used to determine eligibility and based on the former eligibility cri-
teria, you could establish numbers and levels on a scale. The new
eligibility criteria do not allow you to do that because you are deal-
ing with different types, of data, that is, you don’t have the option
of creating a scale.

In lieu of grandfathering or in lieu of other altérnatives, it may
be appropriate to use the system described in the former regula-
tions to carry out provisions of the current law. The old method
would use tu%les which were a numerical value rather than these
averages that we are dealing with in the new legislation.

The nature of the criteria in the new legislation does not allow
for us creating tables. That’s the answer to the question.

Mr. EckarT. So there has been no thought to giving additional
points to schools with higher numbers of program recipients?

Mr. Ders. Those institutions that would have a large number of
Pell grant recipients obviously would have a larger number and
they'd ha%ei\a higher average and that is basically what they are
asking in the-legislation.

Mr. Cronan. That’s incorporated in the law. That’s a formula
that a large number of Pell grant recipients automatically picks up
a higher eligibility factor. So, and to my knowledge, the Secretary

. has no discretion to use Pell grant recipients as a reason_for waiver

because he would be double counting that part of the formula. o

Mr. Eckart. Mr. Andrews.

Mr. ANDREWS, Yes, one question.if I may. I came in late and
apologize. I had not seen any of this material until I did arrive. I
can't follow the details too well because I don't see the big picture.
Apparently you are changing eligibility requirements in such
manner as to cause certain institutions to receive less funds han
formerly and perhaps I assume other institutions receive more. 1
don’t know about the latter. What is the overall picture? What are
you trying to accomplish? Do you have less money to work with or
is there some ideological or philosophical point of view entailed?

Mr. CLonan. No. It is really statutory. It is a result of one eligi-
bilty factor contained in the 1980 education amendments. And it'’s
not a matter—the problem we are discussing now—it is not a
matter of anything that is within the discretion of the Secretary to
waive. It is statutory.

Let me point out the statutory language. It says that we have to
use a new part to our formula which includes high average awards.
On page 11 of my testimony, I pointed out that in fiscal year 1981,
15 title III grants went to 2-year institutions in your State, Mr. An-
drews, and that under the new law—this is a law, not the regula-
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o twons—which incudes the high average award requirement, only
two such institutivns in the entire State would be eligible. If that
rtl:gt_xéxiement were deleted, approximately 22 institutions would be
eligible. -

o we are dealing with a statutory problem. And it is a consider-
able problem and we’d like to correct it, also. .

Mr. ANDREWs. What's the means by which that might be accom-
plished?

Mr. Cronan. The appropriations bill, I hate to say, is probably
the best and uickest vehicleyat this point for correcting that prob-
lem. No matter what, if we went to a discretionary program where
we set up a criterion such a$ 174 points, as we have had in past
years, I still don't believe thepe will be sufficient statutory authori-
ty to go to that method unless you terminated the current high
average award requirement because by law we would be required
to use that.

If I could turn to General Counsel's representative and ask him
for a clarification, it would<be helpful. .

Mr. KrauT. If thé law isn't changed, we cannot go back to the
system we used in the past, which was a regulation that used the
174 points with a sliding scale for two factors, because that was

,based un the old title III legislation. Current title III legislation is
totally different. You would have to delete the new eligibility re-
quirements and put back sumething in the law which would allow
us to use the sliding scale.

Mr. ErpanL. If the gentleman would yield at that point, let me
ask Mr: Clohan this. Is this modification so important to Secretary
Bell that he could persuade the President not to veto the appropri-

.. ations bill if it were included? [Laughter.]

You don’t have to answer that.

Mr. CLonaN. I'll pass that on to the White House.

Mr. ErpaHL. You've brought up several problems and evidently

. some have been coming up in rgcent weeks. Do you have other .

problems with title III that we probably are going to have to ad-
dress legislatively? Do o:hers come to mind?

Mr. CLoHAN. There are other morg minor problems. Unfortu-
nately, I am not prepared to discuss all of them this morning. I do
think it is important to focus on the problems that may impede the
proper administration of the program this year.

We have approximately four to five technical amendments that I
think need to be clarified..One in particular, and that is the use of
.undergraduate E. & G., education and general expenditures, and
what constitutes undergraduate. There are many institutions that
have a large budget which incorporates graduate programs and un-
dergraduate programs and the law itself requires that we consider
undergraduate dollars in the E. & G. determination.

_ A lot of mstitutions have difficulty in breaking down what goes
to graduate and undergraduate. But I think we can deal with that
and adjust for that this year on a case-by-case basis.

Mr. ErpatiL. I hope you will send that up. .

N Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous consent on

N behalf of our colleague, Mr. Coleman, that he be allowed to submit

~_ some questions in writing to the Department. I'll have to leave to
\Qanother meeting. Maybe we could have that blanket opportu-
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mity for members of the committee to submit questions in writing if
we see the need for it.

Mr. Eckart. Without objection, so ordered. .

Recognizing that seniority is the kind of thing that you are
against until you have some of your own, I will yield tv the gentle-
man from Illinois,

Mr. Sison (chairman). First of all, let me apologize. I see my col-
league from South Carolina here and he will appreciate that we
are back at budget time again, and so I am in and out.

Let me ask one question, following up on my colleague from
North Carolina's yuestion. There are sume changes that obviously
can be affected through regulation. We are now in a situation
where the House has already passed the appropriation. We are
facing a possible veto by the President. We are talking about some-
thing, a process, that could take quite some time.

You are a veteran on the Hill here. You-are .part of the bureauc-
racy that understands the prucess in Congress very thoroughly. Do
you have any suggestions beyond that immediate possibility?

Mr. CLonan. Yes, I do. I don't know what your committee’s
schedule 1s but if it would be possible for this subcommittee to
waive 1ts junisdiction over the matter, assuming you have agree-
ment among all your members—and I frankly don't know that
there would be a great deal of disagreement—to not do this, to
make a legislative change, would cause a great deal of disruption.

I would suggest one possibility of taking the bill undet suspen-
sion of the rules, and the administration would support you and do
whatever it could tu prevent any opposition to that provision.

I would think then that the Senate could take it at the desk.
We'd be glad—we'd be willing—I don't know the difficulties in it,
but I think we would be willing to take it at the desk.

Mr. SimoN. What I understand you to say, Bill, is that we are
talking about a separate bill which we would take under suspen-
sion and pass through very rapidly here in the House.

Mr. CLouaN. That's one of the options if you can't use the appro-
priations process. General Counsel’s representative just pointed
something out to me. If I could speak to it, it is with regard to the
impact of the rider on an appropriations bill that is vetoed.

Mr. Kraur. Well, in the past, as you know, we haven't had any
formal appropriations bills because of the abortion controversy and
the continuing resolutions in effect, except for the dollar amount,
did incorporate by reference the provisions that were in the appro-
priations bill that was reported out of the committee, other than
the abortion provision, and therefore, the same thing could happen
this year, that even though the bill was vetoed, there was a con-
tinuing resvlution to incorporate by reference the provisions in the
final appropriations bill dealing with title III, and that would
picked up as the law and it would be—we could use that.

Mr. CLoHAN. As you pointed out, though, the House has already
passed the appropriations bill so the initial action would have to be
in the Senate and we have been trying to work with several Sena-
tors to get this type of amendment over there, so it coudd be incor-
porated by reference. .

They are going to the floor today, this afternoon, or tomorrow.
We are not sure at this point whether they are goiug to add that to
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the approptiations bill, If you are in agreement, I would encourage
you to call Scnator Stafford, Senator Pell, and Senator Denton,
who are particularly interested in clarifying the title III program.

Mr. Simon. I am just advised by staff, they are not likely to do
the appropriations bill this week. That may change at any minute.

Mr. CLoHAN. Sure.

Mr. SivoN. Let me .ask one more thing. I hope you will have
someone here from your staff to listen to the remainder of the
hearing. :

Mr. CLonan. Definitely.

Mr. SisoN. As you know from experience, there is-no area, other
than student aid, where we have had more problems than title III.

Mr. CLOHAN. As your opening remarks pointed out, we had more
hearings relative to the dollar amounts in particular on title III in
1979 and 1980 than any other program including student aid.

Mr. SimoN. Thank you very, very much for your testimony.

Our next panel is Dr. James Young, Dr. Vincent Darnowski, Dr.
Don Garrison, and Dr. Elgin Badwound, and I will call on my dis-
tinguished colleague from South Carolina, Mr. Butler Derrick, to
introduce the gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. Derrick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
subiommittee. It gives me a.great deal of pleasure to present to
you this morning Dr. Don Garrison, president of Tri-County Tech-
nical College, located in the Third Congressional District, which I
represent.

As I am sure each of you already knows, education is the corner-
stone of productive adulthood. Community colleges have played a
pivotal role in educating our youth. Dr. Garrison and his faculty at
Tri-County Tech have done a commendable job in preparing stu-
dents for active participation in the work force of South Carolina.

The Department of Education is currently in the process of im-
plementing regulations to administer title III, the institutional aid
program that was created as a result of the 1980 Higher Education
Amendments, which I supported. ‘

Dr. Garrison, as well as the other college presidents here today,
have serivus problems with the proposed regulations issued tu date
and have come before you to voice their concerns.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, I ask that you
give full consideration tu the testimony presented here and urge
‘you to take whatever steps may be appropriate to address their
concerns. Thank you.

Mr. SiMoN. We thank you. I assume Dr. Garrison is one of your
constituents?

Mr. DErricK. He makes up about 300 or 100 constituents. But -he
is one of my constituents. .

Mr. SiMon. Dr. Garrison is extremely well represented here in
the House of Representatives.

Mr. Derrick. That’s what I keep telling him. [Laughter.]

Mr. SiMoN. After that glowing introduction, we'll ask you to be
_ the first member of the panel and we’ll go/ahead and hear all the

panel and then have questions. Iéa

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, may I ask.a question?

Mr. SiMON. Yes.
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Mr. ANDREwS. Am I getting the picture here right now, are we

not all in agreement, vi are we not just talking about something in
which we are praising each other. Are we all in agreement that
we'd like to, as Ralph suggested, go back to the law as it formerly <.
was r;vith respect to the matter about which this testimony is occur-
ring? )
Mr. Simon. I don't think it ic quite that clear. I thhilk we had
better—maybe that will evolve. I don’t know. But my feeling is
that we are likely to have some suggestions that will differ some-
what from simply returning to the original statute.

Dr. Garrison. . -

STATEMENT OF DON C. GARRISON, PRESIDENT, TRI-COUNTY
TECHNICAL COLLEGE, PENDLETON, S.C.

Dr. GarrisoN. Mr. Chairman, thank you, sir, and I certainly
want to thank my own Congressman for taking the time this morn-
ing to come and present me. He is very busy when he is_at home.
His district is up for reapportionment and he is even taking speak-
ing engagements, I understand, over in Georgia. His district may
run from the mountains in the north all the way to the sea by the
time he gets back in the district again. , -

But I am pleased, Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcom-
mittee, to be the first spokesperson here this morning to comment,
not on the legislation, but on the regulations. Those are vur con-
cerns. And I speak, as has previously been referenced, as a presi-
dent of a 2-year community technical college, but also, I think, as a
person who is knowledgeable in the general subject area. I have
Jjust come off a 3-year term on the board of directors of the Ameri-
can Association of Community Junior Colleges. I chair our own
state presidents couancil. I think I ar: pretty close to the pulsebeat
in terms of the reactions of community colleges across the country.

My full reaction to the invitation of course is contained in the
documents. I will spend some time briefly touchking on the eligibil-
ity criteria as it relates to the Pell grant percentages. But there is
another less glaring point here, but equally as great a hurdle as
the Peil grant recipients, because it has to be cleared, that hurdle
has to be cleared, as much as the Pell grant recipients percentage,
whatever it ' may be. That is the planning criteria. I plan to deal
with-that in a little-more detail and-then have-other members-on
the panel come back to eligibility. So I won't use my time, too
much of it, on that point. ;

But I would again emphasize the point that—and it would be the
__first point that I make—that our concerns are not with the stat-
"~ utes. Our concerns are with the regulations. The eligibility ques-
tion certainly is the biggest question of all, or the biggest concern
of all. Again, the planning function is critical.

Let me just touch quickly on the eligibility criteria. First, the eli-
gibility criteria needs to be based on a point system, as mandated
in the authorizing legislation. Title III has dropped the weighted
factor point system used in the past.

Second, substantial percentage of Pell grant recipients under
part A and title IV recipients under part B should be 15 to 20 per-
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cent for 2-year colleges. This, we believe, would be substaptial
when comparing all 2-year colleges in the United;States. -

Title III has proposed 35 percent under part ‘A and 70 percent
under part B. The question of what is substantial is still up in the
air as far as we are concerned.

If the average Pell grant award is to be used as part of the eligi-
bility criteria, 2-year colleges withvut dorms—and the majority do
not have dorms—should nut be compared with two-year colleges
with dorms. . )

Students attending colleges without dorms are limited to_the
31,100 allowance for 1oom and board while students attending’ col-
leges like the one I represent, with no dorms, can receive whatever
15 charged for room and board. Therefore, students at colleges with
dorms have a much higher average Pell award.

One last point on the eligibility Pell grant criteria or factor. Title
III 1s proposing the base year to be 1978-79 for determining eligibil-
ity. This will make any 2-year colleges ineligible because new
BEOG regulations requiring uneasurable progress standards were
implemented in 1978-79. )

Most 2-year colleges, received less BEOG funds during 1978-79,
and title 111 should use, we believe, 1979-80, therefore as a base
year.

I will move to the planning part, and then I will hopefully have
enough time tu cume back to the substantial or the self-sufficiency
emphasis question. In previous testimony that was offered here this
mofning, this statement was made..The Department recognizes
that most colleges have an inalzilit_y to deal with long-range plan-
ning. N
That's almost a quote.’ Yet, title III has made long-range plan-
ning the second most important, and I would say equally impor-
tant—and I hope my testimony will reveal that—the second most
important step in the evaluation process for all colleges who apply

Now, the first cuncern regarding the planning area is the lonig-
range planning question. Title. IIT legislation recognizes that col-
leges have an inability—I am\quoting from the law —inability to
engage in long-range planning} The point was made again just a
moment ago. . *

This legislation mandates, quote, an institution in its application
for a grant shall, one, set forth or describe how it will develop a
comprehensive development plan to strengthen the institution's
academic quality and institutional management. And so'on

Now here is what the rules say. I hesitate to quote all the legisla-
tion because I feel you are familiar with it. Here’s vhat the regs
say, the rules, in the Federal Register this past July. One, the Sec-
retary reviews each application for a development grant for infor-
mation that shows whether the applicant's long-range plan pro-
vides for self-sufficiency. _

And then, B, in reviewing the applicant’s long-range plan, the
Secretary lovks for information to show that, one, the institution
identifies a major problem or deficiencies that inhibit it from be-
coming—this all-important point—self-sufficient and thriving )

And, two, the institution proposes effective strategies to over-
come each problem or deficiency. Another major point is made
there, or reg, the Secretary does not consider further, doe§) not con-
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sider further, an application —equal, )ou see, in importance to the
eligibility qu;aﬁjun at that puint —for a development grant unless
the applicant’s long:range ¢lan clearly meets the appropriate crite-
ria in paragraph A of this section, the one I just quoted.

Certainly we recognize the 1mportan»e of planning, institutivnal
planmng Most colleges contmue in the planning prucess. But the
emphasis is on process.

My college, as well as 4-year colleg:s, does not generally engage
in detailed, specific—and I think those are two key .points there,
detailed and specilic-—planning for periods beyond 3 years.

Here are the' reasons. Oneyin unstable ecunomic times, such as
now, colleges cannot reasonably predict resources from any svurce,
Federal State, or local, or private sources. Two, we will never
achieve selfsufﬁcnency in terms of our reliance upun State, local,
or, other financial resources.” We w:ll achieve selfbafﬁuency in
terms of support that we get from title III funds. -

But in addition, the planning experts—and we have atiached
those that we have consulted with, as appendix E, I believe—these
planaing ekperts argue this. One, the planning process is more im-
portant than the formalized document which results from. this
process_Planfiing has to be a continual process. Planning for 3
years ig the recommended timeframe for a plan to cover.

Another point that the planners agree on, in 2-year colieges the
instructional program must remain flexible, phasing in and out of
programs At our institution, as an example we phased out four
programs ‘iast, year so we could respond to higher priority needs.
. That has to be if we are to respond to the times as change occurs
* much more rapidly day by day.

Another point, scarce resources must be allocated toward meet-
ing the needs of very diverse students, as has been pointed out-
veterans, returning women, handlcapped skill-deficiency students,
minorities, and othérs.

Very few 2- or 4-year colleges could afford, in the first place, the
resources to compile & 7-year ¢tollege plan, nor would tney consider
it a useful exercise.» . *

Think back for just a moment, if you will, to 19:4 How many of
us, in 1974, ,would have been able to develop plans that would guar
antee our self ufficiency today. Look at the changes that have
come about in that7-year period of time.

Now, if colleges choose to use titie III funds to develup long- range
- plans, bhey will greatly reduce their chances to get a long-term
gi‘antlbecause the mone) w1ll be committed durmgr the next prupus-
al cycle

Even if there is opportumty to get long-term grant money, a ¢ol-
lege will have to subniit its proposal for a long-term grant before
the year of planning has even taken place, assuming funding years
begin in October and the préposals are due in January, as it seerns
now. That is really a catch 22, at that point.

We did a sampie of 30 colleges. We surveyed them ourselves. And
it would take 18 to 24 months to complete a 7-year plan in the first
place. And then at its completion, it is outdated.

In a statement to Senator Baucus dated November 28, 1979, the
Honoravle John Buchanan, Jr. noted that the House bill on title III

.~

would provide a new structural framework whicl included incen
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tives to enhance long-range instiutional plaxlning and movement
through the progrum. A new 4- to 7-year nonrenewable grant is es-
. tablished with 25 percent of the program's appropriation reserved
for the category. S

The reserve feature.will insure availability .of substantially
larger grants to &r;courage multiyear planning with anticipated
movement out of program. ‘

Now, from this statement we can see that the House bill did not
see long-range planning as an eligibility requirement for a long- =
tcirm grant but part of the purpose for receiving a grant in the first
place. :

If the intention of the legislation is to include goals and objec-
tives of the colleges which are related to title III activities, then
this would be a more feasible, more relevant approach. A college
could much more accurately forecast and plan specific goals and
activities with title III resources and plan for the college to assume’
full responsibility for title III activities over the course of a long-
term grant. :

I the legislation asked the colleges to show how they will
assume responsibility fr activities begun with title III funds, the
proposed rules should : accurately reflect this intention.

Now another major 2rn and probably the most critical one,
is that the proposed rul.s note that colleges must submit long-
range plans with their applications. And also it is stated Miss Lie-
bermann of the advisory council says that experts still feel readers
will review long-range plans to determine if they wiil provide for
self-sufficiency, and if they do not, as determined by these three

- readers, two “no” votes says your application Will not even be con-
sidered, just like the Pell criteria. ‘ .

An institution’s proposal, at that point is dead. And certainly
this panel of readers will be—and this has been pointed out in ¢on-
ferences with the title IIT staff—they are going to be different from
the external readers who read the proposals. .

So the panel experts are concerned about the criteria such read-
ers-will use to evaluate a college long-range plar. Planning experts,
when they evaluate long-range plans, are in the community. They——

_____understand -the institution, they know the financial data, they
know the State plans, they know the community, and an effective |
college plan is simply tied to all these different factors.

Evaluating a plan of a college, a long-range plan, is ordinarily
the purview of accrediting agencies. We deal with that, we have
been dealing with it for years, and, of course, accreditation is an
L eligibility criteria in itself.

So, accrediting agencies, with their standards—and, again, I have
offered my own as just a reference of the Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools—we have to deal with,

Now, if in fact a plan demonstrates self-sufficiency, as a separate
eligibility requirement which must be met before the application is
considered, should it not be included as an eligibility requirement
in the rules? That’s not even in the rulés, yet it is coming.

Another concarn of colleges is the qualification of readers of the
long-range plans. We have different people from different back-
grounds, from private, public, 2-year, 4-year. We would prefer to
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have readers that understand the different mission of these differ-
ent kinds of colleges. .

And finally, Mr. Chairman, the other major concern is the abuse
of this requirement of the long-range plan. In an effort to conform
to the rules, this second major hurdle to get title III funding, col-
leges which do not have adequate planning resources, including so-
phisticated data gathering processes, personnel, researchers to do
the job, technology and expertise to transform data into useful in-
formation, they may begin to focus on the document, per se, to sat-
isfy the title III criteria, to be clear, to make application, or indeed
to employ ghostwriters to do such a plan that probably would not
be worth the paper that it is written on.

A 25-page, long-rarnige planning document, the suggested length
of the long-range plan, cannot be effectwely evaluated_by field
readers in the short period of time that they would have in the Dis- -
trict to do that. It's just, we thmk unrealistic. And even then, once
that is done, if they say “no” to us, will we have an opportunity to
refute any claims that they make when they don't really under-
stand the institution?

Title Il already requires extensive paperwork from colleges. Col-
leges who submit regular reports rarely, if ever—we have rarely in
the 7 years that we have been involved in, the title III program and
received -external evaluation reports at ,some cost—submit these
and ever get feedback.

" Beyond that, this requirement is an abuse of a Federal or govern-
mental mandate for paper reduction.

In conclusion, while no colleges can object in principle to the
planning process as a legitimate and worthwhile function, they can
and do object to, one, a plan whjch exceeds 3 to 5 years, two, a plan
which asks colleges to specify financial resources during an ex-
tended period of time, three, the evaluation of the plan by title III
when this already is the function of a college’s accrediting agency,
and, four, the plan being a part—and I guess this sums it up very

slmply —being.a part of the eligibility process.

The same prmcnples of planning that I referenced earher—ap

pendix C is given as a demonstration of this—that we don t object

to. ¢

So the bottdmn line is this. What changes do we want" One, just
use those accreditation planning criteria and be done with it. Two,
the format, use the same type of format, the process format, as
shown in appendix C. And then, three, planmng should not be a
criteria at all in the approval process.

The - planning hurdle is as critical as the eligibility criteria.
Indeed, it is an eligibility criteria. Long-range plan reviews by this
panel of three people—and I have already stated—they don't un-
derstand the college history, and this aspect is not even in the his-
tory-of the legislation. It is not in the proposed regs.

But indeed it is—I can’t say more important than the Pell grant
question or eligibility criteria—but certainly equal to it because it
is another hurdle and a hurdle thdt has to be passed.

T know I have used too much time already and I will just hold
and maybe the self-sufficiency question can lLe addressed later, Mr.

Chairman. Thank you.
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Mr. Simon. Thank you very much. The full text of your remarks
will be made a part of the record of this hearing.
[Material submitted by Donald Garrison follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY ~&. DoN C. GARRISON, PresipenT, TRI-COUNTY
TecunicaL CoLLEGE, PENpLETON, S.C.

I. TITLE I11 LEGISLATION AND PROPOSED RULES RELATED TO LONG-RANGE OR
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING

The Title III legstation 1Public Law 96-374) recognizes that colleges have an “in-

abihty to engage tn long-range planning.” This legislation mandates that “an insti-_

tution, in its application for a grant, shall—

“\11 set forth, or describe how 1t will develop a comprehensive development plan
to strengthen the institution’s academic quality and institutional management, and
otherwise provide for wstitutional self-sufficiency and growth (including measurea-
bie obsictives for the mstitution and the Secretary to use in monitoring the effec-
tiveness of activities under *his title); . . .” (Appendix A)

The proposed rules (Federal Register, Vol. 46, No, 138, July 20, 1981) note that

‘@’ the Secretary reviews each application for a development grant for informa-
tion that shows whether the apphicant’s long-range plan provides for selfsufficien-
cy—

\b» 1n reviewing the apphicant’s long-range plan the Secretary looks for informa-
tion show that—

t1s the nstitution 1dentifies the major problems or deficiencies that inhibit it from
becoming self-sufficient and thriving; an

_12) the institution proposes effective strategies to overcome each problem or defi-
ciency.

tc) the Secretary does not consider further an application for & development grant
untess the apphcant's long-range plan clearly meets the appropriate criterion in
paragraph (a) of this secfion.” (Appendix B) .

We recognize the importance of institutional planning Most colleges are involved
in a planning process which. continues from year-to-year However, my college, as
well as other two and four year colleges do not generally engage in detaile and
specific planning for period's beyond three years because:

1+ 1n unstable economuc times, colleges cannot reasonably predict resources from
the federal, state, local, and private sources,

12) we will never achieve " elf-sufficiency” in terms of our reliance upon state,
tocal and other financial sources, we will achieve “self-sufficiency” in terms of our
reliance upon Title I funds. .

in addition, the planning experts argue-that:

«1) the planning process 1s more important than the formalized document which
results from this process, planning must be a continual process,

«2) planning for three years is the recommended length of time for a plan to cover,

31 1n two-year colleges, the instructional program must remain flexible—phasing
1n and out of programs, providing short-term and one-time programs—in response to
community and student needs,

1) scarce resources must be allocated toward meeting the needs of very diverse
students—veterans, returning women, handicapped, students with basic skills defi-
ciencies, minorities, and others.

Very few two-or-four year colleges vould afford the resources to compile a seven-
year college plan, nor would they consider it a useful exercise Think back to 1974
How many of us would have been able to develop plans then to guarantee our self-
sufficiency today? A

If colleges choose to use Title III funds to develop a long-range plan, they will
greatly reduce their chances to get a long-term grant because that money wili be
committed during this next proposal cycle. Even if there is opportunity to get long-
term grant money, a college will have to submit its proposal for a long-term grant
before the year of planning has taken place (assuming funding years begin in Octo-
ber and proposals are due 1n early January).

A sample of 30 colleges which we surveyed said that it would take 18 months to
24 g:onhhs to complete a seven-year plan. {n addition, at its completion, it would be
outdated.

In a statement to Senator Max Baucus, dated November 28, 1979, the Hdn John
Buchanan, Jr. noted that the House bill on Title III would “rrovide %@ new structur-
al framework which included incentives to enhance long range ins{it‘utional plan-
ning and movement through the program . .. A new four to seven year, non-
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. renewable grant is established with 25 percent of the prugram’s appropriation re-

served for this categuty The reserve fuature will insure avanlability o1 substantially
larger grants tu encourage miulti year plasuung with anticipated movement out of
the program  From this statenient we can see that the House bill did not see lung-
range planning as an elgibility requirement for a long term graut, but part of the
purpose for receiving a grant.

If the intention of the legislation i» to include goals and ubgectives of the volleges

" which are related to Tatle I actisities, this 15 a mure feasible and relevant expecta-

tion A cullege vould much mure accurately furecast and plan specific goals and ac-
tivities with Title IIT resvurces and plan for the college to assume full respunsibility
for Title Il activities uver the course of a lung term grant. If the legislation asks the
college to show how it will assumne respunsibality for activities begun with Title HI
funds, the proposed rule should more accurately reflect this intention.

I1. REVIEW OF LONG-RANGE PLANS! BY TITLE 111

The pruposed rules nute that colleges must submut lung-range plans with their ap-
plications. At a September 24-25, 1981 meeting of the Advisory Counuil of Develup-
ing Institutions, Ms. Alfreda Liebermann annuunced that expert field readers will
review long range plans to determine if they will provide fur self-suffiviency. If they
do not, the proposal applications will not be reviewed.

This panel of readers will evidently be different frum the panel of external read-
ers used to review the proposals.

Planning experts are concerned about the criteria such readers will use to evalu-
ate a college lung range plan. Usually planning experts do such an evaluation in the
vontext of extensive knowledge of state financial data, state plans, community needs
assessment, ¢tc. An effective college plan 1s tied to multiple informat on sources.

Evaluating a college’s plan is ordinarily the pervue of the college's accrediting
agenvy. Sinwe accreditation 1s included as an eligibility requirement, would. not this
requirement for a satisfactury long-range plan be satisfied? Accrediting agencies in-
clude in their standards all the elements outlined in the propused lung-range plan-
ninyg process. (See Appendix D for sample standards set by accrediting agenvy—
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools),

And if. in fact, a plan which demonstrates "self-sufficiency” is a separate elynbil-
ity requirement which must be met before the application is cunsidered, should it
not be included as an eligibility requirement in the proposed rules?

Another concern of colleges is the qualifications of readers of lung-range plans.
Different college -- private, public, two-year, and four-year—would prefer to have
readers that understand the varying missions of their colleges.

1H. POSSIBLE ABUSES OF REQUIREMENT OF A LONG-RANGE PLAN

In efforts to conform to the proposed rules and tu get Title I funding, colleges
which do not have adequate planning resources including.

(1) sophisticated data-gathering processes,

2) personnel who function as researchers and planners, and

'3' technulugy and expertise tu transform data into useful information may begin
to 1) focus on the dcveYopment of a document tu satisfy Title I rather than on a
planning provess which 1» relevant and flexible, or (2)"to employ ghust writers to
satisfy the requirement.

A Zhpage long range planning ducument (the suggested length of the long-tange
plan; cannot be effuctively evaluated by ficid readers in a short period of time, nor
can such readers pryvide adequate feedback to the colleges. «W:l{) the colleges have
the opportunity to refute claims of field readers?

Title 1T already reguires extensive paper sork from colleges. Colleges who subnut
regular repurts rarely, if ever, receive feedback frum Tatle I1I staff. Tatle I staff,
with its own limited resvurces, cannot adeyuately evaluate or respond to an addi-
tional 25 pages per college.

In addition, this requirement 15 an abuse of a guvernmental mandate for ' paper
reduction.”

1V. CONCLUSION v

While nv college van ubject 1in prinuple to the planning process as a legitunate
and worthwhile function, tgwy can and do object to:

1) a plan which exceeds 3 to 5 years,

«2) a plan which asks colleges tu specify financial resources during an extended
period of time,

l{[lC , 3u
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) the evaluation of the plan by Title 111 when this already is the function of the
college’s accrediting agency, and -
{4) the plan being part of the eligibility process.
The same principles of planning as outlined in Title I handout on long-range
planning isee Appendix C) could appls to the activities planned with Title III .

Appexpix A.—TirLe I LEGisLaTION RELATING TO PLANNING

“Part D—GENERAL Provisions

APPLICATIONS FOR ASSISTANCE

‘Sec. 341. w) Any nstitution which is eligible for assistance under this title may
submit tu the Secretary an application for assistance at such time, in such form,
and contaimng such information, as may be necessary to enable the Secretary to
evaluate 1ts need for assistance. Subject to the availablility of appropriations to
carry out this title, the Secretary may approve an application for a grant under this
title 1f the apphication meets the requirements of subsection (b and shows that the
applicant 1s eligible for assistance in accordance with the part of this title under
which the assistance is sought. ,

“(b) An institution, in its application.for a grant, shall—

“11) set forth, or describe how it will develop, a comprehensive development
plan to strengthen the tnstitution’s academic quality and institutional manage-
ment, and otherwise provide for irfstitutional self-sufficiency and growth (in-
cluding mensurable objectives for_the institution and the Secretary to use in
monitorin%: the effectiveness of activities under this title);

«2) set forth pohicies and procedures to ensure that Federal funds made avail-
able under this title for any fiscal year will be used to supplement and, to the
extent practical, increase the funds that would otherwise be made available for
the purposes of section 311(b)-or 321(b), and: in no case supplant those funds;

“1d) set forth policies and procedures for evaluating the effectiveness in ac-
corlnphshmg the purpose of the activities for which a grant is sought under this
title;

“t41 provide for such fiscal control and fund accounting procedures as may be
necessary to ensure proper disbursement of and accounting for funds made
available to the applicant under this title;

‘o1 provide for making such reports, in such form and containin such infor-
mation, as the Secretary may require to carry out his functions under this title
uncluding not less than one report annually setting forth the institution’s prog-
ress toward achieving the objectives for which the funds were awarded), and for
keeping such records and ul!fording such access thereto, as the Secretary may
find necessary to assure the correctness and verification of such reports;

6} Provide that the institution will comply with the limitations set forth in
section 346;

71 include such other information as the Secretary may prescribe, and

. %) describein a comprehensive manner any development project for which
funds are sought under t%e application and include— .

OTHER REFERENCES IN'LEGISLATION TO PLANNING

Sec. 301(a) The Congress finds that—

Sec. 125 The problems relate to the management and fiscal operations of certain
institutions, and 1nability to engage in longrange planning, recruitment activities,
and development activites.

Sec. 311tby Award grants . . . in order to assist such institutions to plan, develop,
or implement activities. '

Sec. 313tc) Notwithstanding subsection (a), the Secretary may award a grant to an
ehgible institution under this part for a period of one year for the purpose of assist-

mg such mstitution n the preparation of plans and applications under this part
ec. 321ta) The purpose of this part is to provide for a program of short-term Fed-
eral assistance to strenghten the planning capabilitiés, management capabilities,
and fiscal capabilities,

Sec. 321tby May make grants . . . to plan, develop, or implement activities consist-
ent with the purpose of this part.

lSo.ec._ 32210) Inadequate development offices and a limited capacity for long range
planning.

Sec. 323 A grant to enhance the planning capabilities of an institution shall not.

exceed one year.
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APPENDIX B, ProPOSED RULES RELATING TO LONG-RANGE PLANNING
{From the Federal Regaster, July 20, 1981)

§ 624.11 Planning grant.

tla} Unless otherwise provided, a planning grant may be used for a project to de-
velop—

(11 A long rung. comprehensive develupment plan Jdong-range plan), as described
in §624.22; -

(2) An application for a development grant; or

(31 A long-range.plan and.ar application for a development grant.

(b The Secretary does not consider awarding a planning grant to an institution—

(1) That is receiving or has received another grant under the Institutional A.d
Programs; or

{2) Solely to prepare an application for a development grant under the Strength-

" ening Program if that institution does 1ot submit a long-range plan containing all

of the elements described in 624.22

{c} The Secretary does not consider swarding a planning grant to develop a long-
range plan to a cooperative arrangement unless the purpuse of the grant s to devel-
op a separate long-range plan for each of the participating institutions.

(20 U.S.C. 1057, 1059, 1060, 1062, and 1069

§ 624.22 Long-range plan. N

ta} In its comprehensive lowg range development plan treferred to in these regula-
tions as the long range plan}, an institution shall de.-ribe its strategy for achieving
self-sufficiency by strengthening its— v

(1) Academic quality; and

(2) Institutional management.

(b) The long-range plan must include—

t1) The institutional mission statement (that is, a broad statement of fundamental
purpose that includes the social and intellectual aspirations of the institution),

(2) Long-range and short-range institutional goals;

(3) Objectives for each major unit of the institution;

(4) Time frames to achieve institutional goals and unit objectives, .

(3) Resource requirements; and

(6) Evaluation strategies and performance measures.
(20 U.S.C. 1066) B

§ 624.32 Long-range plan to achieve self-sufficiency.

ta! The Secretary reviews each application for a development grant for informa-
tion that shows whether the applicant’s long-range plan provides for self-sufficiency.

(1) In the case of an application for a short-term development grant, the Secretary
looks- for information that shows whether implementing the long-range plan with
Federal funds is likely to result in that institution moving toward self-sufficiency by
the end of the proposed grant period. :

{2) In the case of an application for a long-term development , -ant, the Secretary
looks for information that shoews whether implementing the long-range plan with
Federal funds is likely to result in that institution becomung self-sufficient by the
end of the proposed grant period. p -

() In reviewing the applicant’s long-range plan the Secretary looks for informa-
tion showing that— .

(1} The institution identifies the major problems or deficiencies that inhibit it
from becoming self-sufficient and thriving; and

{2) The institution proposes effective strategies to overcome each problem or defi-
ciency,» . - '

Note —Congress-has determined (in section 301 of the Higher Education Act) that
eligible institutions face problems that relate to declining enrollments, scorce re-
sources, management, long-range planning, recruitment and development. Long-
range plans should address these and-any other problems as applicable.

{c) The Secretary does not consider further an application for a development.grant
unless the applicant’s long range plan clearly meets the appropriate criterion in
paragraph (a) of this 3ection. . .

Note.—The Secretary does not assign points to this criterion. Rather, the Secre-
tary determines whether or not the applicant meets the criterion.

(20 U.S.C. 1057, 1059, 1060, 1064, and 1221e-3)

‘
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: Arpenoix C

Copy of drait of required vomponents for the institutional long-range plan, distrib-
uted at a NAFEO (National Associativn for Equal Opportunity) Meeting on Septem-
ber 23, in Atlanta.

This long-range plan should be 25 pages in length as stated by Ms Alfreda Lieber-
mann

~

TITLE 1H.—INSTITUTIONAL LONG'RANGE PLANNING ) .

1, Institutional mission statement
A statement of purpose of the institution The-statement should-indicate the fac- .
tors that make the mnstitution unique. Specificity 1n the statement can be met by
addressing appropriate items from the folloving list'
1a) Charactenstics of the studerits and community to be served by the institution
1b) Types of programs offered by the institution.
tc) Level of programs offered.
« (d) Intended outcomes.
te) Unique educational approaches.
2. Long range and short range goals.
Long range—d years or more.
Short range—1 to 3 years.
ta) Academic pfograms.
(b) Student services.
(¢) Student body. :
(d) Academic support resources.
te) Institutional revenues.
0 Financial assets and liabilities.
() Staff/faculty resources to add or, to achieve a more appropriate business facul-
ty, fewer education faculty or staff.
thy Admpmistratives management capacities (policies and procedures?

J. Objectives\for each major unit of the institution
In most cases, achieving institutional goals will require the collective efforts of
the entire institution For planning gurposes it is useful to think through organiza-
tional unit objectives 1n two ways. First, in the context of assigning responsibilit
for goal achievement to organizational units—a statement of the strategies to be fol-
lowed in pursuing each goal (e.g.,).

.

Goal 1—steps to be taken tobjectives to be achieved) and responsible organization
units, ‘

Goal 2—steps to be taken (objectives} and responsible organization units .

Second, 1 the context of specifying the full ranges of objectives for each unit—
these can nclude objectives o be achieved in support of major institutional goal as
well as ob{)ectwes that-are 1mportant o the ongoing operation of the institution but
have_not been singled out for special attention and incorporation specifically into
institutional goals: .

Organization Unit A—Objectives to be puursued

Organization Unit B—Objectives to be pursued

Statements of objectives usually include the following components’

The change to be affected or the condition to be achieved.

The entity in which the change will be affected.

4 Time frame .
An 1ndication, by years, of when goals/objectives are intended to be completed/
achieved.

5. Resources requirements

A statement of the resources required to meet institutional goals and the objec-
tives of the major organizational units with in the institution The statement of re-
sources takes the form of: )

{a) Dollar resources required each year.

{by Specific human resources that are to be added and the chardcteristics of those
resources (a business faculty member, director of alumni relations, etc? and the
year each such resource is expected to be added. - A}

\c) Special/ major equipment resources needed (instructional, computing, etc) and
the year of addition.
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i Additional wrevised. fauilities resvurces needed and the yee;r these facilities

must be available,
In order to make the statement of resuurce needs in the following format (with a

separate format for each year): .

BUDGET PROJECTION : : ; .

S resoutces i““”‘j?'” New &.np New faciity
néeded ms m‘,’f’ needs needs

0Org. Units:
B, .. i e e ¢
[ P . w— - '
D. L
Mandatory trans. . .
Payments:
Bd o
Detd . ...

B, ... .. .
Total .

2 Especully role adGtons of deletions

v REVENUE PROJECTION
Sowrce of Revenve Year | Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5  Yeu6  Yeu?
TUbon <. e e e
Gits. . .. .. e .
State appropuatm et ceteu
Tl e v v s e o e
Totat. aamer ot wh 5 v £ s e o % .

6. Evaluation sirategies and performance measures ' B,

. 1a) Performance measures are stated relative to the objectives tu be achieved, and

are vutcome-oriented rather then prucess-oriented, and should include level of
achievement. To the extent that goals are clearly stated, performance measures are
usually readily derived. Performance measures indicate whether or nut the desired
ends have.been achieved. In stating performance measures, state what is “evidence”
that ggélls have been m,hxeved evaluation strategies indicate how evidence wil be
acquir,

1) Qbjective data? If so, what objective data and how will it be collected?

12) Subjective data? If so, what data, and from whom will such data be sought?

bi Types of Evaluation. Furmative, Summative, Quantitative, Qualitative, Inter
nal, and External.

APPENDIX D

SUMMARY OF STANDARDS, SOUTHERN ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS

& I Purpose
Page 4. “Each institution siwuld clearly define its purpose and should incorporate
this definition_into a statement which is a pronouncement of its role in the educa-
tional world. The institution’s integrity 1s measured not only in terms of its stated
purpose, but also in terms of its conscientous endeavor to fulfill this purpose.
. The facility, financial resources, physical plant, and educatiofial program
should be adequate and appropriate to meet the stated purpose of the institution.”

Il Orgamzat!on and administration

Page 5. “The administrative orgauization of an institution of higher learning.
should brmg together its variwus resources and coordinate them effectively to ac
complish its objectives.

]: MC 3l-625 0§23 » 7 “ {311 _ N
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I Educational program

Page 9. The educativnial program must be clearly related to the purpose of the
institution. The relationship between purpose, program, and ther evaluation must
be demonstrated 1 pulicies and prucedures of adnussion, content of curricula, re
quirements for graduation, instructivnal methuds and procedures, and quality of
work required of the students.”

IV: Financial resources Cd

Page 13. The finanual resvurces of a ollege or university deternune, in part, the
quahty of its educational progran. Conversely, the quality of the educativnal pro-
gram affects the ability of an institution tu increase its finanaal resourees ™

" V. Faculty

Page 15. The selection, develupment, and retention of a competent faculty at all
acadenue levels is of magor importance tu all institutions. The relatiopship between
faculty ubjectives and snstitutivnal purpose determines in large measure the effec-
tiveness of the total educational program.”

VI Library .
VII. Student development services ’
VIII. Physical resources

IX Special actitities

Page U, Many institutions have developed a variety of supplemental programs
tultslling their stated ubjectivese their continuing eduvation, public and community
service demands, and their responsibilities to their constituents.”

ApreNpix E

/

Ideas and facts presented in this testimony were gathered frum colleges in South
Carolina and the following educaifonal experts:

Dr. Kathy Baratta, Chairpersun of the Nativnal Counul for Institutional Research
and Planning, Moraine Valley Community College. '

Dr. Louts Bender, Professur & Directur of Community College Leadership Pro-
gram, Florida State University.

Dr. Walter Hunter, Professor of Higher Education, University of Missour1.

Dr. Marie Martin, Cunsultant and former President of Pierce Cullege and Director
of the Community College Unit at USOE, Los Angeles, California.

Dr. Ruberta Needham, Cunsultant, University of North Carolina—Greensboro,
North Carolina.

MAJOR ISSUES WITH TITLE il PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Eligibility criteria needs tu be based on a pont system as mandated by the
authorizing legislation. Title HI is propusing to drop the weight factor (point system)
as used in the past.

Substantial percentage of Pell grant recipients under Part A and Title IV recipi-
ents under Part B should be 13- 20 percent for twu-year colleges. This would be sub-
stantial when cumpuring all two-year colleges in the United Stateg. Title I has pro-

<posed 35 percent under Part A and 70 percent under Pért B. *

If the average Pell award is to be used as part of the ehgiLility criteria two-year
culleges without durms should not e cumpared with two-year colleges with durms
Students attending colleges without dorms are limited to a $1,100 allowancé for
ruum and buard while students attending colleges with durms can receive whatever
15> charged fur roum and board. Therefore, students at colleges with dorms have a
much_higher average Pell award.

Title 1T 35 propusing the base year to be 1978-79 for determining eligibility. This
will make many twu-year wulleges ineligible because new BEOG regulations requir
g measurable progress” standards were implemented in 1978-79. Most two-year
colleges received less BEOG funds (now called Pell funds; during 1978-79. Title HI
should use 1979-80 as the base year.

Part B Speual Needs Program grants should be designated short térm rather
than lung-term because the authorizing legislation says Part B is to be a "short.
term federal assistance prugram.” Two-year colleges only qualifying for Part B
should have the same shurt-term vptions as colleges qualifying for Part A. A three
year grant under Part A is alled short term, so why is Title Il calling a three-year
grant under Part B long-ferm. | N . N )

RIC .~ " 35
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Long-range planiung tequirenients for two-year wlleges are too demanding espe
wally since legislation dues not reqaire any lung range institutiona. plan Legisla
tion only requires o comprehensive development plan™ which is referring to the
college's propusal not the wllege's wstitutional plun. Legislative history also points
out that 1t was the intent of Congress tu enwoursge lung range planning by offering
a four tu seven year program under Part A. This program would offer larger grants
over a lunger periud uf time tu encourage some colleges to develop long-range plans
Title TI has impused the long range planning requirements on all colleggs applying
fur any program. Planning requirements established by regional accrediting agen o
cies.should be sufficient-for-Title-IIL-- —-- —-- . ST,

In addition, Title III staff have saud they are guing to review the long range plans,
even before the propusals are read, und eliminate those colleges from further consid
eration if the plan dues nut meet their requirements. This step is not called for in
the legislation nor is it mentivned in the propused regulations. Title III is really
adding an extra ehgibility factor which will eliminate additional colleges from the
« - sprograum and discourage many from even applying. Title III should drop all of this

extra emphasis on planning..
Propused regulations discuurage colleges frum entering ipto cooperative arrange-

« ments under Part B because they have designated all grants under Part B to be

long-term. This means a college participating 1n a cooperative arrangement (cunsor-
tiumy under Part B can never recenve their own Title III grant. Legislation says the
Secretary may make grants tu encourage cooperative arrangements It also says co
uperative arrangements shall be given privrity. Cuoperative arrangements should be
encouraged because colleges can share and combine resources to more effectively
. and effiviently conduct Title Il activities while avoiding costly duplicative efforts .
Tatle I is planning to fund all the long-term grants (four to seven year) they can
under Part A and five year grants under Part B. They also are planning to put 80
90% of the funds available under Part A into four to seven year grants The legisla-
tion calls for 25% in fou: to seven year grants which provides some guidance as to
the intent of Congress. Putting a large percentage of funds in long-term grants will
force colleges qualifying under Purt A to develop proposals that may not be appro-
priate for their needs. It will also make this a closed program after the first funding
cyele. Unless, of vourse, Cungress appropriates additiohal funding which is very un-
likely. Title III's approach to distribution of funds needs to be questioned by Con-
&

gress. . .

The seif-sufficiency eniphasis should be dropped since there is no way to measure
progress toward this goal. The legislation mentiuns working toward self-sufficiency
not necessarily achieving it. The legislatiun does not define self-sufficiency, however,
Title IIl has defined it to mean “the point at which, in the determination of the
Secretary, an institution should be able to survive without funding under the Insti-
tutional Aid Prugram.” Colleges and Congress should ask the Secretary this ques
tion, 'How will we knuw a self-sufficient college when we see one?” S'el%sb_fﬁciency
15 Just Like “developing institution”. No one was able to define a developing institu-
tion for the last 15 years. The whole self-sufficiency emphasis should be dropped

Legislation says two-year colleges shall receive 249 of the funds available under
Part A and 30% of the funds available under Part B. Legislative history states that
two-year colleges can compete fur the total Title I funds available for the first time
in 15 years. Tutle III has propused to award 2¢% and 307 of the funds .nly “if stffi
cient, high-quality applications are received.”” This is contrary to the legislative his-
tory and Congressional intent of the Title III legislation. The percentages are mini .
mums and there i1s nu-mention in the legislatian concerning high-quality applica
' tions. N .
Tatle Il 1s proposing in the régulatiuns that proposals be evaluated on a 100 point
scale. However, they have coimpletely ignured the fullowing legislative mandates

Speuvial consideration shall ke given to applications which propose to engage in

the following activities™

(D) Faculty development; .

(2) Funds and administrative management;

13) Development arid improvement of.academic programs;

s Acquisition of equipment for use m\strengthening funds management and aca
demic programs; * N .

t5) Joint use of facilities such as libraries apd laboratories, and

(6) Student services. (\

The Secretary shall give priority tu grants {or cooperative arrangements when

ever the Secretary determunes that the cuvperative arrangement is geographically
and economically sound.”

<
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" How Title 111 flans to handle ‘special consideration” and ‘shall give priority”
needs to be Jaailied i the segulations so colleges can understand the true emphasis
of the total progrum. Understanding the complete proposal evaluation process is a
must for every college not just a select few witr\ inside contacts.

The Part B legislation woncerning eligibility says colleges should have “an enroll-
ment which includes a substantial percentage of students receiving need-based as-
sistance under Title IV of the Act.” Title IIl's regulations concerning Part B eligi-

_bulty. used_unly. four of-the Title-IV programs-to-determine-substantial percentage,

they are: , .

Pell Grants, Supplemental Educativnal Opportunity Grants, National Direct Stu-
dent Loans, and College Work Study.

Why has Title III staff ignored the following Title IV programs when determining
eligibility for Part B?

State étudeut Incentive Grants, Talent Search, Upward Bound, Special Services
For Disudvantaged Students, Special Program For Migrant and Seasonal Farmwork
Students, Veteran's Cost-uf-Instruction, Guaranteed and Insured Student Loans, and
Loans to Parents.

Many two-year colleges and their students are involved in these programs. Their
use 1n determuning eligibility for Part B could have a major impact on two-year col-
leges. The intent of Congress needs to be clarified.

Mr. SimoN. Before I call on Dr. Young, president of Pitt Commu-
nity College in Greenville, N.C,, I am going to have to go to a
caucus on the budget. We are talking theory in here. There we are’
talking dollars that can do something with all the thecry we are
talking about.

I think what we may need, and I see my former colleague, Mike
Blouin here, some kind of an informal meeting with some repre-
seritatives of the Department and, unfortunately not everybody
here, but a half dozen representative groups, or representative
people, who can talk abcut some of the problems that are emerging
here today. I am going to ask Mike, who is now associated with
some of the colleges, and Bud Blakey of the staff if they can't,
when the hearing is 2ver, figure out who would be a .good half
dozen to meet with the Department of Education, meet with me,
and the other members of the subcommittee who may want to
ﬂttend such a meeting, to see if we can't get something worked out

ere. - : :

Again, my apologies for being in and out, but it is the nature of
the beast right now.

Greenville is not in your——

Mr. ANDrREws. No, Greenville is not in my district. o

Mr. SimoN. I want to welcome you here on behalf of your Con-
gressman. He has been having some health problems and he has
been in and out. We are very happy to have you here, Dr. Young.

STATEMENT OF JAMES H. YOUNG, DIRECTOR OF INSTITUTIONAL
DEVELOPMENT, PITT COMMUNITY COLLEGE, GREENVILLE, N.C.

Dr. Younc. Thank you. One clarification I would like to make
before proceeding. I was flattered with the memo of the meeting
that came out, however I must correct that. I am not the president
of Pitt Community College, or at least I wasn’t when I left 3 days
ago. My title is director of institutional development. .

I'd like to preface my remarks with one other statement. There
has been discussion this morning regarding the yarious data that
has been used to set some of these percentages. The Department of
Education has admitted that the data that was used was some ag-
gregated data and in many instances incomplete gata. .

-
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I wish to remind the members of the committee that the data
that I will be sharing with you this morning is data that is actually
collected from institutions, that were previously eligible for title III
It is the data, the same data, these institutions actually used in fill-
ing out their applications for eligibility. It has been validated and
it was corrected by a survey that I conducted in September, of 20
previously eligible title III institutions. So this is the real data.

As you are aware, section 312 of the legislation defines an eligi-
ble institution as one which includes a substantial percentae of
students receiving Pell grants. Now this substantial percentage, as
you know, was not spzcified in the law, but it was arbitrarily set by
those who wrote the regulations at a figure of 35 percent.

When I saw that, I assumed that the 35-percent figure had not
been appropriately field-tested. Therefore, I undertook the task on
my own of surveying previously eligible title III institutions with a
. validated and statistically sound survey, a copy of which has been

submitted as an appendix to your document there, to determine
the precise effect of these criteria upon previously eligible 2-year
public colleges. .

The findings of this research, as you will see, clearly demonstrate
that this particular criterion would immediately eliminate a sub-
. stantial.number of previously eligible public 2-year colleges.

More specifically, it was determined, as you will see in the
report, that by applying the 35-percent criterion to the sample of
20 previously eligible colleges surveyed, 80 percent would be ineligi-
ble if 1978-79 base year data were used for the calculation, and 70
percent would be-ineligible if 1979-80 data were used for that same
calculation. ’

Another vital finding of the research study was the confirmation
. of the hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between
the proposed hew eligibility criteria and the former criteria for eli-
gibility under title III. :

Failure to establish any significant relationship between the new
and the former eligibility criteria suggests that a totally different
group of educational institutions may very well now comprise the
target population to benefit from title III. -

It is my belief that Congress had no intent whatsoever of redefin-
ing the type of institution intended to be served by title III. Howev-
e:, the research findings would suggest that such a ckange has, in
fact, occurred.

A second part of the proposed legislation and the proposed eligi-
bility criteria which should be examined is the criterion related to
the average size of Pell grant received b, students at a particular
_ institution. ‘

First of all, the regulations, again, use language which is not in
express harmony with the language used in the legislation. The
law specified an average Pell grant award which is, quote, high in
comparison to the average Pell grant at other comparable institu-
tions. «

The regulations however demand a Pell grant award, quote,
greater than the average Pell grant received by students at compa-
rable’institutions.

% These, gentlemen, are two entirely different standards.

Q :
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More important, it appears tv have been assumed that by com-
paring these avelages among suv-called comparable institutions,
thatghe criterion would in fact be equitable. This is grossly inaccu-
rate. ’ )

For example, for public 2-year colleges, the average Pell grant
could vary by as much as 40 percent for the same student based
sulely un the particular institutivn or system of attendance of that
student.

More specifically, fur cqinmuting to your college, the variables in
calculating the cust of e&cutiun upun which the size of Pell grant
is determined are tuition fees, room and buard, bouks, and miscella-
neous expenses. :

The latter two of-these are a fixed figure. Therefore, the only
variable in the formula becomes tuition fees, .

A student with the same financial need as reflected in its eligibil-
ity .index could recetve a substantially different Pell grant award
balaled on the State in which that student attends a public 2-year
college. ,

The sume student, as demonstrated in the chart in the testimony
I have submitted, could receive a Pell grant ranging from 3732 in
North Carolina to $1,132 in the State of New York,

Obvivusly the proposed regulations would severely penalize low
tuitivn institutivns, those whose fee structures, I remind you, have -
been held lyw in order £y increase access for disadvantaged and mi-
nority students, supposedly the target population for title IIL.

This has already been pointed out. Most of the alarm and the re-
action to. the title III'program has focused upon dramatic changes
in the eligibility criteria. In my document I have specifically sug-
gested the effects of some of these criteria upon the Nation's 2-year

J public. colleges. .

’ I submit hewever that the whole eligibility problem can be
traced back to a single genesis, the failure of Congress to adequate-
ly define the specific category of higher education institutions in-
tended to be the beneficiaries of the title. )

Under the previous regulations, as bad as the definitions may '
have been, we, at least, had a relatively clear-cut understanding of
the proposed target populations. Those were, and I share with you
some of the quotes from the previous regulations, at developing in-
stitutions Wwhich were so-called because they were struggling for

. survival, they were 1solated from the main currents of academic
life, that possessed the desire and potential to make a substantial
contribution to higher ecycation. And then it said, they are distin-
guished from other institutions of higher education by enrolling
gnd graduating significant numbers of economically deprived stu-

ents.

The current legislation, however, simply describes the target pop-
ulation in this very general manner. It says that Congress finds
that many institutions of higher education in this era of declining
enrollments and scarce resources face problems which threaten
their ability tu survive and that these problems relate to manage-
ment and fiscal operatigns.

It goes on to say that these institutions, whoever they might be,
play an important role in the American system of higher educa-
tion. Clearly, gentlemen, this language is permissive and ubiqui-
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tous enovugh tv encompads virtually any institution of higher educa-
tion in this country. All pustsecondary institutions Jface problems
which, quote, threaten their survival, Any college or university
could conceivably identify problems whlch, quote, relate to manage-
ment and fiscal operations. ® .

I know of no indication that it was the intent of Congress to
change or tu redefine the segment of higher education institutions
for which title III was intended. In my experience with title III
since 1969, I have worked with numerous sets uof regulations and in
fact with different pieces of title III legislation. .

However, the target group of eligible institutions has remained
virtually the same, regardless of the criteria used to define them.

And they have always been those institutibns which were strug-

gling to survive or isolated frum the mainstream of higher educa-

tion, but which provide access and instruction to_significant num- o
bers of disadvantaged students. .

If indeed Congress intended to open up title III eng:bility. to all
institutions of higher educat,on, the current language is very ap-
propriate. _If, however, the intent was to apply a new program
format to &ssentjally the same former target group of colleges, the
current lahguage is totally inadequate and contributes in a signifi -
cant way to our;current dilemma. .

Until we adequately define what group of institutions are intend., .
ed to be served, everyone will continue to use these ambiguities to

" promote an endless array of eligibility criteria and there will be no
sound, basis for eliminating any of those proposed. ~ .

I therefore, on behalf of the public 2-year colleges across this”
Nation who have previously been eligible to participate in title III,
present the following recommendations to the U.S. Congress.

No. 1, that section 301 of the legislation be amended to more pre-
cisely define the specific’group of institutions intended- to benefit
from title III, and that this definition be coasistent in substance
wh those definitions of “developing institutions™ nistorically used

cagh the previous existenze of the title III program.

Recommendation No. 2, that the criterion related to average

anfount of Pell grants either be eliminated or adjusted appropriate--
ly in order that it not penalize institutions solely because they
charge a lower tuition than other institutions of comparable type. °
- Recommendation three, that Congress direct the Department of K
Education to establish the substantial percentage of Pell grants
and or campus-based program recipients at such a level that the
criterion would not eliminate from eligibility any college which
was previously eligible under, the fiscal 1981 eligibilfty guidelines
with the possible exception of those institutions who were so eligi-
ble by being grandfathered into eligibility:
* Four, in lieu of recommendatfons two and three, that the Con-
gress direct the Department of Education to_revert to the eligibility
system and eligibility tables used to determing title IIL eligibility
for fiscal year 1981. In such a case, no collegb.would have to be
grandfathersd, as all interested instiutions codld he asked to reap-
ply for, eligibility using the two tables, R

It was mentioned earlier this mo.ning that the Department per-
ceived that that could not be done ander the statute. I tend_to dis

' agree. The statute says a Pell grant which is high in relation to the
> ®
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average. Now, the old eligibility tables not only had E and G, but
looked at the average Pell grant per FTE. You were judged, there-
fore, in relation to cther institutions. The amount of points that
you received for your Pell grant average was an amount of points
in relation to the Pell grant averages.of other institutions. I see no
way that that is in conflict with the law under part A.

The only dlfference that we would have, as I see it, of going back
tu last year's ‘eligibility tables, is under part B where you have to
have a table which includes the campus-based programs. But that
criteria «,ould be addended as a separate criteria and we could use
last year's table for the part A eligibility criteria and ‘hat would
then go back and encompass those institutions, public 2-year insti-
tutions, as far as I know, who were previously ehgible and intended
to benefit from the program.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Mr. Anprews (acting chairman). Thank you, Dr. Young. Without
objection, the full text of your remarks will be made a part of the
record of this hearing.

[The prepared statement of James Young follows:]
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PrerAreD Statsment SusMirTen Y DR James H. YOuNG, DIRECTOR OF
INSTITUTIONAL Dz\at:wrm:m. Prrr Cummunity CoLLEGE, GREENVILLE, N.C.

Section 312 of the Title 11 legislation defines sn “eligible institution"
as one, “which mcludes a substantial percer.tage of students receiving awards
unde. subpart 1 of part A of Title IV....

This "substantial percentage’ was not spcified {n the law, but appears to .
have been arbitrarily set by the regulation writers at 35%. It was the assunp-
tion of this commenter that the 35% figure was not appron 'ately field tested
to deternihe its true effect uPon institutions of higher education (especially
those institutions which had been previously eligible under Title III). There- . v
fore, I conducted a survey to determine the effects upon previously eligible
public two~year colleges. Findings of this research (attached as Appendix A)
¢learly deponstrste that this criterion would {zmedfately elinminate a substan-
tial nﬁ-ber of previously eligible public two-year colleges. T

quc specifically, it was determined thst applying the 35X criterion to
3 sample of 20 previvusly eligible institutions, 80 percent (16) would be im-
eligible {f 1978-79 base year data were used for the calculatidns and 70 per- ) -
cent (14) would no longgr be eligible £f 1979-80 base year data were used.
When one considers the disqualifying effect of this criterion upon institutions
wvhich vere clearly eligible in the past, it becomes obvious that its application
as & benchnark for judging eligib, lity of the general population of public two-
year colleges wuuld be totally {._onsistent with the historical classification of
"developing {nstitutions."

Another vital finding of this research study was confirmation of the hypothesis
that there {s nu significant relationship between the proposed new eligibility
criteria and the former criteria for eligibility under Title III. Failure to
establish any significant zelat{unship between the new snd former eligibility
criteria suggests thit a totally different group of educational institutions
may novw Comprise the tsrget population to b.iefit from Title Il1I. It is ay
belief that Congress had no intention of re-defining the type of institution ,
intended to be served by Title ILI; however, the research findings would sug- ’
gest that such a change has, fn fact occurred.

Secondly, the legislation simply required a "substantial percentage of stu-
dents receiving awards under subpart 1 of part A...." It says nothi{ng about a
percentage of th.se students “cligible to apply" as specified in the regulations.
Bssing an institution's financial aid efficiency upon this population base is a
hklaclous measuresent. Many factors {nfluence.whether or not a person "eligible
to spply” will, in fact, apply. The {nstitution has no control whatsoever over
the motivations of its students,/yet it is having its performance based ¢, this
phenowenon.

A second part of the proposed eligibility criteria which should be examined N
is the criterion relating to the size of, the average Pell Grant received by stu-
dents at a parucular institution (ses Ssction 625.2 (2) (i1)).

First, the regulations again use hngulge which is not {n express harmony
with the language of the Jlegislation. ‘The law specified sn average Pell Grant
award which is "high in comparison to the average Pell Grant at other conpar—
able 1nst1tutlons. The regulatiuns, hovcvcr. demand a Pell Grant award "greater
than the.average” Pell Graat received by students at other comparable institutfons.
These are twe entirley different standards.
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Additionally, there ie no baaie for calculating the "average Pell Crant." ’
Is it en average awvard per FTE or 1s it simply the total Pell Crant dollare
divided by the .uaber of avarde? Zach of these methoda of calculation could
yleld eubatentisl differeances at any given inatitution.

More important, it appears to be ssaumed that by comparing theae “averages'
enong "comparable inetitutione” the criterion would be equitable. Thia ie groealy
{inaccurats. '

For example, for public two-yaar colleges, the aversge BEOG could vary.by as
much aa 40X for the sama etudent population, based on the particular institution
or ayatem of attendance. Speciﬂc-lly.ﬁfot-co-uung two~year collegea: the .
variablea in calculating the "cost of education” upon vhich the size of the Pell
Crant-ie-baased are tuition and fges, room and board, and books and miecellanaous
expenaes. The letter two are fixed at $1,500; therefore, the only variable in
the foraule becomes tuitfion and fees. The following table demonstrates ‘clearly
how 2 student with the eame financial nced (reflected in hia/her eligibility
index) could receive a substantially different Pell Grant avard, based on the
atate of attendance. ,The aame atudent could recieve a Pell Grant ranging from
$732 §n North Carolina to $1,132 in New York. =

Y

Obvioualy, the proposed regulationa would severely penalize low-tuition insti-
tutione—-those whose fee atructurea were held low with the intent of increasing
acceas for diasadvantaged and minority atudente (supposedly the target population
for Title ILI!). N .

BEOG Award Differential For a Typical
Tvo-Year College Student Based on State of College Attended

(For A Full-Time Student With A BEOG Eligibility Index Ranging from 0-500)

Tuttton * Fixed Costs: for Cost of Amount of
State and Fees Room, Board, Books Education BECG -
forth Caroltna $143 g $1,500 Jdoosieas $732
South Carolina $452 $1,500 $1,952 s 5908
Virginia $341 $1,500 - $1,841 $832
Tennessee $319 $1,500 $1,819 $832
Colorado $519 '$1,500 $2,019 $932
New York $903 $1,500 $2,403 $1,132
Deleware $529 $1,500 52,029 $932 .
. Georgfa $460 T $1,500 $1,960 5882
Indiana $736 51,500 $2,236 $1,032
taryland §542 §1,500 $2,042 sos8
Pennsylvania $728 ©oshse $2,228 $1,032
1 aF * €

#Source: 1981 Community, Junior, and Technical College Directory.
Americen Aasociation of Cosmunity and Junior Colleges.
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Aside trom the eligibgiit, vriteria, there are some other portions of the -
N proposed rules with which [ have some concern. It appears that the requirement
for external evalustion has been deleted from the regulations. This requirement
is 3 vital safeguard to the integritv of the program and should be reinstated.

"In Section 6264.23 there is a prohibition stating that “an application may
not include any activity that duplicates, in whole or part, an activity that was
funded previously under the Institutional Aid Program." The phrase, "in whole
or in'part”, if strictly entorced may be too restrictive. Some portions of new
prugrad avtivities may, because vt their nature, resemble portions of previously
funded activities, yet be essential to the operation of the new activity which
has 4 totally different thrust. Perhaps such language as “significantly dupii-
cates” would be morc operationally realistic.

Also potentially troublesome is subsectioa E of Section 624.42. This says
"a grantee zay not use funds under any Institutional Aid Program for....General
vperating and zaintenance expenses.” This term needs to be more adequately defined.
At what point do recurring costs (such as extcrnal evaluation or the salary of a
project director) become "general operating and maintenance expenses.' Again a
strict interpretation of this language «ovuld severely handicap the operation of
& project, especially a long-term multi-year grant.
¢
Most of the alarm and reaction to the new Title III program has focused upon
. drasatic changes in eligibility criteria. _In this document I have specifically
suggested the etfects of some of these criteria upon the nation's public two-year
colleges.

I submit, hovever, that the whole eligibility problem may be traced back to
a single genesis--the failuze of Congress.to adequately define the specific cate-
gory of higher education institutions intended to be bencficiaries of this Title.

Under the previous regulations, there was a relatively clear-.ut understanding
of which types of edu.ational institutiuns composed the target population, The
regulation {45 CFR 169.1) states:

169.1 "These institutions are called developing institutions because =
(a) They are struggling for survival;

(b) They are isolated from the nain currents
of acadenic life;

(¢) They possess the desire the potential to
aake a substantial and distinctive contri-
bution to the higher cducation resources
of the nation;

(4) They are distinguished from other insti~
tutions of higher education by cnrolling .
and graduating a significant number of
economically deprived students; and

(¢} They are smaking a resonable effort to ,
improve the quality of their programs,”

t ERIC | o :
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The current legialation describes the target population in Section 301.‘ It
reads: .

"sec, 301. (a) The Congreas finds that -
(1) many inatitutions of higher education in this era of

declining enrollments and scarce resources face problems which

threaten their ability to survive;

(2) the problems relate to the management and fiacal oper- ¢
ationa of certain institutions of higher education, as well aa

to an inability to engage in long-range planning, recruitment

activities, and development. activitiea;

(3) the solutiona of .the problems of theae inatitutiona
would enable them to become viable, thriving inatitutiona of
- higher education; and
(4) theae institutions play an important role in the

American system of higher education, and there is a strong

national interest in sasisting them in solving their manage-

ment and fiscal operationa;

(b) It is the purpoae of this title to aasist auch

institutions through a program of Federal asaistance."

Clearly, this language ia permissive and ubiquitoua enough to encompaas
virtually any i.atitution of higher education in the nation. All poatsecondary
institutions “face problems which threaten their aurvival." Any college or
univeraity might identify problewms which "relate_to management and fiacal
operations.”

I know of no indication that it was the intent of Congreas to change or
re-define the segment of higher edication institutiona for which Title IIT
was intended. In nmy experience with the Title III program aince 1969, I have
worked with numeroua seta of regulationa and with different piecea of Title
III legislation, However, the target group aof eligible inatitutiona haa re~
mained virtually the aame. Regardlesa of the criterias used to define them,
they have always been those institutiona which were "struggling to aurvive"
or "isolated from the mainstresm of higher education" and which provide accesa
and instruction to signficant numbers of disadvantaged studenta.

If, indeed, Congress intended to open up Title III eligibility to all
institutions of higher education, the ciorrent language is appropriate. If,
however, the intent was to apply the new program format to essentially the
same former target group of collegea, the current larguage ia totally inade-
quate and contributes to our present dilerma. .

For until we adequately define what group of institutions are intended to
* be served, everyone will use the acbiguities to promote an endleas array of
eligibility criteria and there will be no sound baais for eliminating any of
those proposed. :

1, therefore, on behalf of public':vo-yeur colleges acrosa thia nation
which have been previously eligible to participate in Title III, present the
following recommendations to the United States Congress:

_}*". 1. That Section 301 of the legislation (P.L. 96-374) be amended to more
prec{sely define the specific group of ingtitutions intended to
benefit from Title ILI, and that thia definition be consiatent in
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substance with those definitions of ''developing institutions' his-
torically uced throughout the previous existence of the Title III
program.
That the criterion related to average amount of Pell Grants either
be eliminated or adjusted appropriately in order that it would not
penalize institutions soiely because they charged a lower tuition
than other institutions of comparable-type. .
That Congress direct the Department of Education to establish the
"substantial percentage" of Pell Grants and/or campus-based pro-
gram recipients at such a level that the criterion would not elimi~
nate from eligibility any college which was eligible under the FY
1981 eligibilicy guidelines (with the pog 1b1e exception of those
institutions whigh were so eligible by bétng "grandfathered" into
eligibility), .

Lo, -
In lieu of recommendations 2 and 3, that the Congress direct the
Department of Education to revert to the eligibility system and
eligibilicy tables used to determine Title III eligibility for
fiscal year 1981. No college would have to be "grandfathered"
as all interested institutions could be asked to re-apply for
FY '82 eligibility“using these tables.
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APPENDIX A Anavrysis or Hypornesizep Errects oF PRoPoseD FiscaL YEAR 1982
Tiree 11 RecuraTions Uron dlswmguu EviciBLe Two-YEAR COLLEGES

Xationale for the Study
v

Upan exatiodtivn ol preposed rigulations tor the Institutiondl ard Fro-
gFaa, torserly the Streuglhealug evelspia, bualitutions Program, whidh appeared
\m tae July 2u, 1esl Dedekal Bea dalok Lbe wutloor specsiated that there may be
SEYIOUS aeydLive Luoneyutace s Whoo aud k1 Those uew Tegulabionn wcrrc aetually
1Eplesented.  Spuaificabby, a1t was surwiced thal new crA\tcna froposed ter
deterataing these Laslalutivas eligidle to participate would elivinate troa
ehs;AbLl;ty st ant s by of anstitutions Which had historicatly been dew
Fared ay “developia, so Lllations™ aud whidh Wi Clearly clagable under Previous
elagability czitei,a. )

Lt was alsv wsa d (a0 ld:\‘[ﬁ\.»tltlr i by porsonuel an the Titie 11 oftice)
i?«.nl e propnaed Jralesras au;o selected sn u Sowedbal 3T0aL13TY O o5ty ated
fashac vy dod Tat Lheae Gaitezin wore not "1ge bd tosted” with gctual instatution sl
data To Lrag ane theak polostaal ettt upon applicent collvges,  fnesctose, (h\f,
stady 1oporled et s aas o ductaod tor The g arposegob wakiy soi e detes anabion of
the ateutasl cdf ts ol Hle proposed iee Lda 81 Upow 4 bd.pl: vt public two-
var LOlle s Wb e e Gl 104 Batoticatis e ikiad 35 Tdevelopiae aastae
.

.
e ST s MO T L s e A pRodieated Bpon actual b ofatuls wead duta,.

o U oL Se s T w0 abew stusaadk Jale dhsy whatewor tlidain o ade ga-

Voo stoued To Lt Ml Loy aey by Bhe o dXe Dased on Ui dabua et b e
RN FE IV SR Y P Aol h o teve b see o pp e g edagaba it ander the
(LIRS G ULELES S S Sy Ve
4
o s d vend pts oot ok ple Fopulary

BEOALSL o ceaiTe BL e b ossat oy Wity sV 7 had toe be conducted byt le=
ehone s Hefulur 20 b o be aa Lt to s Frascast b nunbor of dpatitolio sy

“hac s coabd pu v e Tl e v © L R pond aathiet g 4= day otiode Thus

S0 ST0LUTATy daad ) S dude Lo wutlaae the swople to pabliac LWo=yuar culleges
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L the Southeast, aud ¢ ae apvaafically Lo use 'pnau.unly such culleges in North
Lareliug dud South vasoliua.

secoadly 1t was decided to resizict the saaple to only those schools whe
were both wurfrently oad hastoracally eligable to putticipate in Title 111 programs.
Ubvivusly thas wfiteria as vital Lo ttwenber wa anterpretiog the tindivgs of this
study. All 1astitulacas iu Ui sawple were olearly desipaated as “developing 1insti-
tutivns” dutiog 198u-31 dud wal aestitolives had beep duveloping institutron for
4t least three years Sils\ L daweption of cnelIAtlc 111 program. As will be noted
in statistical data later . this zepert, the average "elugibility scote" for these
stakubi-ny (based on Law Apial l2Bl deripuation As Ueveloping Iastitution Tables)

)

wad al2.6%7¢ Inis ao well su eXeess od the (7o points requated tor designation.

A typed respewse tors Loce dppendix A) was construcied Lo 1nsure unimimity

ot data «ollected wad calls were vade to 28 public twu-year wolliges. Special

adfe WA LdKe 1 by Jelaut Lo duba caements requested, especially the element re-

4uta(xub the Polal awdor vl students vligable to apply lor BEOGL in each base year.

This wis dutiw d dz oo onduplicated anaval headiount of students enrclled for
SiX wI GoTe Cicdil hvats, cAvepl those who were aneligible to apply aceording to
the provisicus of Je CMY 6YU.a and 90,5 (Pell Grant regulations).

Tolephone reoponsts were recesved fro o3 institutions, Three sihools were
elimiasted 2r0% amalvais fulause i 4 oomplete data, luaving a fing. >sample pops
ulation of twenty (LJ) iast.tutions.

In additivn tu supplyiuy, prucral atoredtivon about size of institution aad
ausber o years a4+ 4 datle Lil fustitution, rach college provided five basic data

tewss These five ilews were provided tor two "base years," 1978-79 and 1979-80.
fae Live 1tess wer:

§. Total nuvber wi students eli,ible to apply tor BEOG in base yuar.

!v Sumber of eligidle studeats who received Basic Grants in base year.

3. Perceat of cligible studeats ~ho were awarded Basic Grants in base year.
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4o Total dacud ot BBOG swiiies awarded by iostitution in base year.
3. FTE entillaeat an base yudr, wsed fur calculating average size of BEOG/FIE
onagts listiag o1l data elecents (ollected lor each base yedr are attached as

Appendix B tu this weport. instatutaons are identilied by randoaly assigned letters

OR Lhis Whatl L piescive auyuonidity. sec Appradix 4 fur pist of participant schools.
¥

) Hypotheses Examinged

In an attempt Lw isvlawe specitic putential etfects of the proposed regutations
upon previvusly elagable publac two-year colleges, five primary hypotheses were

tormulated. .

Hy: That the proposed eligadility criterien, “at least 35 percent of
1t5 underyraduate students who were earclled as at least halfXRime
students and were cligible to apply tor Pell Grants in the oase
yeay received Pell Srants in that year;" would eliminate from
eligidility significant numbers of institutions which had pre-
viously bewn unquestionably eligible tor participation in Title III.

Inat thers 1s av si, uticant relationship or association between

the proposed criferivn, "At least 35 percent of its undergraduate
SLadenls whe were earelled as at least half-tize students and were °
eiiyible to apply tor Pell Grants in the base year receaved Pell
Lraats 10 that year,” and the eligibility criteria used in the
prevecding yuar ¢ I980=41)

H,. Ihat there a5 d highly Signilicdnt relationship between an institution's
sveraye BLub award/Hik aad the percent ol students cligible to apply
tor Peil urants who receive Pell Grants in that year.

1 That in ofdoc 20T au tustitution to quelity on the basis of the pro-

T poscd www wiilition, "at least 35 percent of its undergraduate students
Wi weze wnrelied as ot least hali=time students and were eligible to
apply tor el Lraals ip the base year received Pell Grants in that
yrar," that i.ostitutiow would have had to have been arong thos¢ insti-
tutiouy which swofed sipatlicaatly highet than the 1™ points required

N Qa the Prosious ¢ligibilaty scales.

That there i> du assonialioa between siZe o) institution and the

’ probabilify vl the dasCitubion meetiny, the proposed new criterion,
"at least 3, perceat of 1ts under graduate students who were ¢nrolled
4> a4t least uall-tise studofts and were eligible to apply for Pell
Grants iu the Ouse year received Pell Grants in that year."

=
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Analy3i4 and Interpretation

The data collected in the survey were analyzed by the office of the Director,
Pitt Community College Manigzement Information consortium {itself a Title ili sponsored
activity). This scition of the report contains findings of these analyses as they

relate to the proposed hypotheses.

Findings Kegarding Hypothesis | -

=

That the proposed eligibility criterion, "at least 35 percent of
its undergraduate students who were enrolled as at least half-time
students and were eligible to apply for Pell Grants in the base

year received Pell Grants 1in that year;" would eliminate from eligi~
bility significant numbers of institutions which had previously
been unquestionably eligible for participation in Title III.

For both base years coasidered, the institutions examined were clearly
eligible by all former program criteria. The "eligibility scores” for the twenty
mltitut.ions ranged trom i85 to 266 with a sean score of 212.647. This sc;re.
based on April, 981 eligibility tables, 1s significantly above the minioum
qualifying score of 174,

Examination of data for base year 1978-19 revealed a range of 40.43 percent
(from 41.492 to 51.92i}amng the precent of students who received Pell Grants.
The wean percentage tor the population of ‘institutions was 26:‘316“ As demon-
strated 1n the histogras presented as Table i, {ixteen of our; twenty previously
eligible institutiuns (80%) would no lunger be eligible bascd‘&)n the 35% criterion
for base year 1973-79. ' )

. L Using 1979-80 as the base year, 1t was found thal the range among the percent

vf eligidble students receiving Pell Granta widened to 47,54 percent (from 15.73%

to 63.27%), However, the mean percentage of such students rose to 33.081%,

Although the acan percentage rose, analysis indicated (Sece histogram, Table 2)

"that 70 percent of our previvusly eligible institutions would still be disqualified

H
using the bu‘e year 1979-80, N

Q@ 1-625 O—82——4 . .
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TABLE 1

ILLUSTRATION OF IN.STITUTIONS PROJECTED AS ELIGIBLE
vs. INELIGIBLE ON PROPOSED "35% CRITERION"
BASE YEAR 1278-79
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TABLE 2
ILLUSTRATION OF INSTITUTIONS PROJECTED AS ELIGIBLE

V$ INELIGIBLE ON PROPOSED "35% CRITERION"
. BASE YEAR 1979-80 . . o
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Therefore, the data ove.«neiwiagly support the hypothesis. When one considers

the dtsqualiiyiny cffect vf thus criterion upon 1ndtitutions which were clearly

eligible 1n Cl‘h‘ past, & becomes obvious that .ts app}lu,auun as a benchmark for
judging the eligibiliiy ol the peneral population of public two-year colleges

would be totaily sacousssteut «ith the bistorical classification of “devoloping

1astitutions.”

rindiugs egparding Hypothesas 2

H,: That there 18 av signiiicoat relationship or association between
the proposed criterion, "at least 35 percent of its undergraduate
students who were enrolled as at least half-time students and were
eligible to apply tor Pell Grants 1n the base year received Pell
Grants un that year,” and the elipibiligy criteria used 1a the
preceediag year (198u-81)e

Historically, "developin, iastitutious' have beea defined as colleges and

wmversities whadhs

(&) provide educaticnsl programs te siphilicant niobers of economically
disddavantaged students, and

(b have [1sealy swdana,e aal or vther limitations which 1nhibit the 1asty-
»
tat ons Yability Lv survive” or to wove inte the "mainstream of American

Higher Fducatios. -
Although uideg Lao propuescd regulation the tera "developiong institution” 1s

to,bu supercceded witn the tor Ucli,ible institution”, there is no reason to

ulieve that the ofigs :ul subtoal je ardang Lhe target populatfon vi institutivns

to b served wa cwa it Ao Whdigu. faus, 1t swveped reasonsble tu examine the

T latiuaship, 14 dur, botwtca the nuw propuscd cligibelisy €riteria and the previous

LY
"

[REFITIE FLE AN JELR ¢ S

(It should be woted that thas guthor 15 a0l couviawed that the previeus
vligibrlaty critetia, taes ik and average BEOG/FTb; are true indicators of a
-

“developing 36,01taLdon” s historicslly detined. However, siace Jsed, I shall

*
exarine thelr relaticuship o the preposed standards).
1o test this hypothesds, the previeus crateria, reflected 1n institutional
cligibllicy scure, wett cotrclated wath the aew standdrd, the 352 BEOG award
\
\\ criteria. Fof Rax analysis threu institutiuns were extracted from the saaple.
\ *
.
©
3
93
.o 9d -
.
: Q . . f
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y scores based on the April 981 tables. The ‘.

These schools Had been "gum\:thuec" m:u‘uhgxbxhgy in .980-81 and therefore

n did not r‘epo'.t,vahd ‘ehgxbxh

N L

~ saaple size (N) was 17 (or-,both\base years examined,
e ~ A

The correlation codfficient (R) was used 2s the measu:-e ofe assocratiop be.weed .

.

vanable X (elxubxhty s\.ore) andivariable ¥ (pe_;cent of ehb.ah students re-
. cuvmg Pell bun‘ls) Analysis A[ldlﬁﬂt&u a pusitive correlation coefficient of
only .146 for the base year [978-79. ‘:hxalxnatmn of the data for 1979-80 yielded
4 positive correlation of .iéltwhich, \lthoush hxgher‘, significantly lacked the
a3gnitude to Jemonstrate .m; reasvaable v:l'tausu«:al assoc1ation between the variables. .

s
Therefore, the conclusion dravn 1s u.\mt th: hypothese$ is \mhd.K There 1s no
>
‘

pesceived relatioaship belwcen the pro,osed eligibility criterion ‘"‘{ the previous
3

standards for eligidility to participate in Title I1I. 0

- 14
..

w . P ' -

Findings Regarding Hygothesis 3 ! -

: That there is a l‘ubhly sipnrficant relationship between an institution's

average BEOL asurd/FTE and the percent of students eligible to apply

for Pell Grants who rececive Pell Grants m that year.
¢ The premase for tesgiug this hypothuxf i3 that one should expect an extremely‘ .
linear relationship belween the avera.ge BEOG perd FIE and the percent ot cligible
students receiviog 8L0L . f the latter criterion xs. to be considered consisteatky N
p-edictive. If the currclation as substantully positaive, then bne can make stav
tistical predictions tegarding the likeixhood ‘of an institution with a given .
averaze BEQG/FTE artarniag the specified 35X eriterion, .

bsing\\wn-h bast year data, the correlation cocfficient between variable X

(pezcent of eligible students receaving BEOG) and variable Y (average amount of B

BEOG/FTE) was positive at Fthe level of .772. Although not excessively high, this : ‘4

" L. . .
coefficient is a relatively strong measure of associations
. F I :

¢
Based on these gata the average perceatage of eligible students receiv.ng .

BLOG for the saegl’c‘ population is 26.3115 percent, The average BEOG/FTE 13 $171.20. ’ -
’

. »

. . /
B '
“ . -

~
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v31nyg A predictive regtessiun model, 1n this base year, for an institution to
teach the 357 level on variable X, ats average BEUG/FTE would have to be $207.43.
when the sawple institut.ons are plotted agaiast this predictor (see Histogram,
Table 3J e1ghteen (9ud) would be ineligible and twov(loz) would be eligible
(based an a .777 correlation).

ror bage year 1979~80, tne mean score ot variable X (Per:cnt of eligible
.tudents receiving BEOL} 1> 43,U72 and the mean of variable Y (average amount of
. 00 rTE) 1s §225.80. The correlation fuT thao base year 1s .687; again 2 reason-
ably acceptable association. ;
' ror 1973-80, thcrei?re, in order to prejuct a 35T population of eligidble,
students receiving BEUL, an institution would have to have an average BROG/FTE

. ot $233. uhen sarple «nstituticas are plotted against these «ritersa. (Sec'

Histugran, lable s tweive (60%) would be 1aeligible and eight (40%) would be

vligaible (based on 3 087 coetiicient of corrélation).

Therutore,although there 15 @ relatively substantial relatsunship between these

two variedles, the averaye BRuG, tTE needed by an institution in order to qualify

‘ : ts »igoiticantly abuve the aversge tor vur historically eligible institutaons and

* » that quala(y for participatson in the program.

the duta tund tu fortther <ountirs the deleterivus eff:cts ot the 357 oriteria as a

scasure of eligibiloty for previvusly eligible schools.

Findinys Rezardaing Hypothesis 4

o . 'a

T T e

“

L thae & ordir 1or an institution to qualify ‘on the basis of the
proposed ned writerion, "at least 35 percent of 1ts underyraduate
students who were varolled as at least hulf~time students and
were eliyible to apply tor Pell Grants 1n the base Year received
Pell Lraats 1n that year," that jnstitution would have had to
have been azony thuse institutions which scered significantly
higher than the 174 poiuts required on the Previous eligibilier
scales.

\,?

Although the previous ifizibility tables and Scoring system would no lomger
.
be used upder the proposgd fegulations, one should reasonably expect the new
b .
criteria net to vubstantially «lter the basic characteristics of institutions

If the characteristics of

ERIC ° 3
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TABLE 3

ILLUSTRATION OF INSTITUTIONS PROJECTED AS ELIGIBLE
VS INELIGIBLE BASED ON AVERAGE BEOG/FTE
' . BASE YEAR 1978-79

FREGUENCY PERCENT
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TABLE 4

-3

ILLUSTRATION OF INSTITUTIdNS PROJECTED AS ELIGIBLE
vS. INELIGIBLE BASED ON AVERAGE BEOG/FTE
BASE YEAR 1979-80
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partrcipant institutivns are aut apprecisbly altered, then there should be a
highly significant relationship between schuuls qualifying under the uew criteria
and th.se qualifying under the Previous standarda.

This preaise was .nvestigated by us.ng 1980-81 eligibility scores as a pre-
dirctor of the likelihood uf institutions attaining the 35X critesion. Three of
the sacple schouls were eliminated trum this anolysis siuce Lhyl.y were "ygrandfathered”
in 1980-81 and did not havd an accurate eluigibility score to report. Thia le;t a
sazple size (N) ot seventeen institutions.

Using base year 1978-79 data it was found that an institution with an eligi~
bility scure of 174 (the previous minimum for qualification) would predict oaly
25.31 percent of eligible students reéceiving-Pell Grants. OUn this basis, in «;tder
for an institution te project a 35.0 percent vf eligible students receiving Peil
Grants, 1ty 1980-81 eligibility score would have to Kave been 336.

When :h; sazple institutions are plotted agarnst fhis predictive model
(see Hastograx, fable 5) none of them would project eligabilsty.

For base year 1979-8U, an institution with the previously minimum eligibility

scoze <f i74 would projuct 31.46 percent on the new criterion. In order to project

the proposed 35.U percent on the proposed critecrion, an institution i this analysis

would have to have had a }193y-81 eligibility score of 212,

1f the 7 <ollages in the sample are plotted against the |979~80 base year
model (see Histogram, Table 6}, theu ten of them (58.8%) would project as» ineligible
and seven {41.2%) would apprar eligible.

iherefore, when onv coasiders the ubvious anu:pat:bxhcy between tne 198u=-81
eligibility standards aad the proposed 357 criteriun, further doubts gurface
regardiag the appropriateness of the propesed regulations as determinants of
“developing institutiuns.” As demonstrated, the new standards could conceivably
have eliminated all of our previously eligible colleges using [975-73% base year

data and 3 majority of them un:nz 1979-80 data.
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TABLE /5
ILLUSTRATION OF INSTITUTIONS PROJECTED AS EILGIBLE
vS. INELIGIBLE BASED ON PRIOR (1980-8)) ELIGIBILITY SCORES
BASE YEAR 1978-79

FREQUENCY . : PERCENT
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. TABLE 6 k .

ILLUSTRATION OF INSTITUTIONS PROJECTED AS ELIGIBLE
VS, INELIGIBLE BASED ON PRIOR (1980-81) ELIGIBILITY SCORES
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It 13 the opinlon vi this author that Longressional iptent in the 1980
Title Ili azendments was to eventually eliminate particapating institutivns by
“yraduating” them ifom the plugram. Nowhere 18 there evidence to suppurt an intent
to elamzndte Signafavanl nuzbers of previously cligible schools by the establish-

aent of excessively prohibitive imitial elxgxbxlxﬁ& standards.

! Fandxngs Regarding Hypothesis 5

\ H,: That thete 1s an as&dcxat;on between si1ze of institution and
the probability of the institution meeting the proposed new
criterion, "at least 35 percent of its undergraduate scudents
who were curalled as at least halfetime students and were

’ eligitde to apply for Pell Grants 1n the base year received
pell Grants in that year." -

Thts h,pothesis was exazined because the agthor speculated that the new
criterion oight avke it mure datficult fur larger institutions to qualify because
the requirted pefcentage :$ & facter related to the divisor in the equation (which
can be pfeatly intluenced by numbers of part-time students entoelled}. To test
thts premise an andlysis o variauee (ANOVA) was conducted to exawmine the pro-
bability of projected eli,aibility as & facter of 1nstitutivnal size.

The sasple 1astitutions wete divided inte tbree groups: |) Small=Those
Wwith 4a FTE wf o=993, &' Medium-Those with an FTE of 100y-200u, and 3) Large-Those
with FTE sredte: thdn <wub. Relationships between the variables {(X=institutional
size LFTE), Y.purient ol eligible students tecelving BEOG) wetre then submitted
to three=group ANOVA.

tor the base year 1779-79 the zean ot variable Y for the small institutions
was 28.52%. Ffor the medium group At was 25.44, and for the small group it was
24 .002 (see statistics, Table 7). Therefore an 1nverse relationship at the
woetiiclent vt ~.203 wds found between ;ﬂstntutional size and the percent of clng}ble
students receiving BEUG (This relationship is plotted on Table 8).

Lt should be pointed out that this relationship was not established as being sta~

tistically significant. However, this problem sppeared to be primarily s factor

of the size of (N) in our sample.
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TABLE 7

.GROUP STATISTICS FOR THREE~-GROUP
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ‘

= s

Base Year 1978-79 ) \

GROUP N MEAN | s.D.

Smatl 8, 28.5238 X 10.129

Medium 7 25.4457 \ 12,0423
Large 5 ‘24.002 | 6.,6379

~ Base Year 1979-80

GROUP N " MEAN _s.D,

Small 7 35,1671 10,2325
Medium | 7 33.8914 1?.0542
Large 6 29,7017

10.0078
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TAMLE 8

RELATIONSHIP OF INSTITUTIONAL SIZE AND PROBABILITY OF
QUALIFYING ON PROPOSED “35% CRITERLON"
_ BASE YEAR 1978-79 '
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4 RELATIONSHIP OF INSTITUTIONAL SIZE AND PROBABILITY OF
e . * QUALI,FYING ON PROPOSED “35% CRITERJON" .
' BASE YEAR 1979-80
X B Y riLov
PRI N .
Tow
S7.3%~
.
*
. . '3-
. [
L RS W 3
iy LT
AR 2 2
* T v
LS -
KB PEETY - - LS T2
M ] . Arad 4 . IS
- EArAwe
re¥q 0 .
) - 44 b4
N . *rnd
. bt
\ 1 .
T “+
- S— e o e Ams mmm—— g e [P
oI LN TR A B RO
2 - -

Rl T OO myge

2 »
Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




., 60 . \ ‘

v

tor base year 1979-30 a siatlar trend appeared. In these data, ;\;e wnean of
variable Y tell trom 35.10% tor szall tnstituticns to 33,82 for medium Q*):.ze schools,
to 2y 70% 1n the saall colleges (see Table 7). The correlation coeiffciei\t tor
kthu' base year was ag..';m negative dnd sirzhtly stronger (~.303) than in th.;‘ 1978-79
analysis. The relationship of instituti.nsl size ito projected eligibilaty (\or
1979-30 18 graphically depacted 1n Table 9.

Agarn it should be mentioned that these relacionships could not be escablished
with statistical sigmiticance 1n out sample population. Neverthcless, our hypothé§is
appears to be logical. There 18 (as demonstrated in the toregoing graphs) & con=
sistent tendency of laverse relationship between institution size and percent of
elizible students receiving fell Grants. turther studies with larger sanple
populitions would be needed to determine 1f this rclagionshxp would persist and |

theretore becose statistically significant. : \

c_o'm:lusmns Jad Recommendations

Ine basic vouilusion drawn tros this study 1s that the proposed eligabilaty
criteria for the Title 11, progras are arbitrarily and disproportionately punitive
to public tao=year cvlleres which have historically been clearly eligible to
pATLICIPale 1a the Program. the filationships herein cxamined azong and between
such, varlables 3s prior wl.gibility sceres, average BEOG/ETE, and percent vt N
clierble stude, La Te.oavio Pell dTants cleagly desonstrate the vffects that the
proposed (filafav wu1d hade on sastitutioas,  This e espretally significant in
light »1 the padt thet toe andlyaes were cond icted uviny the actusl institutional
Hdata <hich would nave tu bo wsed by these colleges 1n catculating their individual
vliglorlity status.

fhe tact that wigaificuat nusbers of the institutions 13 this sample could
ac eliwnated irem laibilaey under the pyew system tust be piven seriods
aum:‘xan. This 1S paramount because ail of these schools were clearly and

historically etnable Title TI{ institutions. Therefore, application of the new

EN’C - '—-r*- nesesag L R .

- ool o o

~ .




standards to the _aaersh popalata v of dwtatations b ohi her educat or would
obviously Buve even wfu drdamuat 8 fegut IVE A OHSE Ut ey,

Based o) thoese 1> At 1o fococmended that several alternatives be
exdmiund,  Eirst tha powsabilaty o gy amend Lat Lo Jho logislatlon fezoviag the

.

sandate for the "subslacladl perccabape ol ~tade b aeecivin, avards under subpart |
0t A ol dathe IVY Lhwould bo wxeraneds I thas criterion as tewoved, consideration
could be given to selutiaiy 4y Che previvus oiatesid, wiach although puasessing
thelr owe lisitations, have deea yenerally avcepted.

1t the mandate to Tetain the "substantial percentage"

1s upheld, the actual
PETCLAtagy wutwll stwuld <bvavusly be leowervd. Based vn the ruscareh vitud in this
Ay

report, tor public two viar <oullepes the percentage whaich would correlate with
the previous £laysbilaty swote cutoft of 174 poiabs <ould by 2531 ter base year (978-
190y aud SEed 10T o7 r=duy i

separdlesa o1 the valvulation avthodolugy which is tinally adopted tor
EX Y34, any culofi Doaats, avetages, of other quantitative eli; ibility criteria
to be used shoult or "ricdd=tested” in 4 significant number of represcatative
wstatutions o bigher vdusalicn, using actual institutional data. This report

clearly dewenstrates the poteataal daager ot crror wavelved an setting such

critefia aceording v other osti-ates ot vifeet.

Elk\l‘c‘l-'m Oonb2-nanl
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Appendix A
« TITLE 1M SOviY

Matitetien =

Y
) »
‘ N
oA jotal BTE eprollrent (1or last poar avadlavlyg
-~
- jvtal years as g developieg Reetitutso.
- - *
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IN SAMPLE POPULATION
1. AL «ander City State Junior (ollege
2. Beuutort Technical tullege

3. taldwell Comaunity College

’

Jollege

7. Horry-Georgetown Technical Co@lege
i

4. tollege of the Albemarvle

3. floreace~barlington Technical
t. Greenville Téchnical College |
8, Jumes Spruat Techaical College

9. HMayland Techaical College

1e.  Midlands Teetinical College
Ii. Piedmont Technical Collcgel .
12, Pitt Community College f ) s
13. Xeanoke-Chowan TuchnLLal:LOIlesu
. /
4. Sampson Technical Colleg&
i5. Spartasburg Technical Ca%lege
Ib. Sumpter Techmical College
17. Trident Technical Colle%
18. Wayne Community Collepe \
19. Wilkes Community Col!;ge
2u, Williamsburg Technical College
4
\\’
. \\
i
Q
~ |

’ Aﬂ}HABETiCAL LISTING OF INSTITUTLIONS

v

Appendix C

Alexander City, Alabama
Beaufort, South Carolina
Lenior, North Carolina
£lizabeth Cxty,_sfrth Garolina
Florence, South Carol%ia
Greenville, South Catélina
Conway, South Carolina
Kenansville, North Carolina
Spruce Pine, North Carolina
Columbia, South Carolina
Roxboro, North C;rolina
Grgenville, Nort; Carolina
Ahoskie, North Carolina

Clinton, North Carolina

.
-

Spartanburg, South Carolina
Sumpter, Souts Carolina
Charleston, §ouch Carolina
Goldsboro, North Carolina
Wilkesboro, North Carolina

Kiggstree, South Carolina
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Mr. AnpREws. We next have Dr. Vincent Darnowski, president
of Housatonic Community Coullege located in Bridgeport, Conn. Is
that correct? .

STATEMENT OF VINCENT S. DARNOWSKI, PRESIDENT,
HOUSATONIC COMMUNITY COLLEGE, BRIDGEPORT, CONN.

Dr. Darnowskl. Yes, sir. The identification is correct.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

It is a great privilege and pleasure to be able to provide some
views on the proposed regulations governing title III

I will not read my comments which are written, I feel somewhat
frustrated actually because they echo so much both Dr. Young's
and Dr. Garrison’s comments. .

I'd like to also indicate that Dr. Garrison asked me to apologize
for his having to leave but he had an 11 appointment with Senator
Thurmond, so he did move on to that particular meeting.

I'd like to restrict my comments to relatively few and not expand
terribly. But No. 1, looking at the proposed regulations from the
point of view of the institutions, certainly in Connecticut and New
England, I could report without a doubt that within Connecticut no
comriunity college would be eligible under the proposed regula-
tio.is, whereas under the previous regulations they all would have
been eligible. ]

Mr. ANDREws. May I interrupt? I am still trying to get the big
picture. Where would the money go essentially? To 4-year institu-
tions? What are we basically talk. ag about? Apparently we are not
talking about a reduction in money?

Dr. Darvowski. No. The funds are available.

Mr. ANDREws. Apparently we are talking about something
against something and I am trying to identify what. *’

Dr. Darnowsk!. OK, what we read the regulations as saying to
us very clearly js, look, you can no longer be eligible to compete fer
the available funds because we've changed the ground rules with
regard to eligibility.

Mr. ANDREwS. To favor whom over you? .

Dr. DarNowskl. That's a good question. I really don’t know be-
cause I don't think anybody knows. This is the difficulty we've got
to deal with. My testimony talks of the fact that 35 percent, 40 per-
cent, 10 percent, 5 percent, that's a very, very arbitrary set of crite-
ria. Where did the 35 pr rcent come from, as Mr. Erdahl pointed
out previously and as someone else pointed out? It came from a col-
loquy on the Senate Floor. That really doesn’t have much basis in
statistics from anybody. It is simply somebody's attempt to define
or get themselves out of what I would call——

Mr. ANDREWS. For some purpose, I dare say,.

Dr. Darnowsk!. I couldn’t say. I really don't know. I think we
are in a semantic trap. I think somebody said “‘substantial.” And
nobody has been able to define the term “substantial.”

I've heard all kinds of things. For example, my understanding
wes that at some point there was discussion about the 35 percent
or some other percentage. It wasn't the number of people eligible
to apply but rather was—I think you can probably reply—eligible
to receive, and I think that makes a big difference. You know, we
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1
come from the Gold Coast of Connecticut. My students aren’t going
to be affected by the eligible tv apply thing. They virtually all are
eligible to apply. We've got a very low-income community in the
Bridgeport area. So in other of the schools in Connecticut, a lot of
people might not be eligible to apply simply because their family
income is sufficiently high to immediately eliminate them. They'd
be turned away.

There are a lot of reasons people don't apply. For example, in
Connecticut, we provide, or the State provides, a certain percentage
of our tuition income to low-income students for the forgiveness of
tuition. As soon as we take care of that very low group, immediate-
ly their Pell grants are going to hit the floor. And our comparable
Pell grants couldn’t necessarily meet some of these particular crite-
ria.

That's not, again, my institution, but it is at other Connecticut
institutions. I don’t know. Frankly, I think it was an arbitrary deci-
sion and I think that the Department’s gotten hung up on the arbi-
trary decision. I think we've got another semantic problem and
that is, I don’t think that the legislation forbids the use of a table. I
think there may be some problems with the old table when you
look at part A and part B and so on, but there was no reason why
a new table couldn’t be set up.

The fact of the matter is, I stole one from one of the other com-
munity colleges, and added. it to my testimony, and frankly I think
that could work. But I think we are in a time bind. We've only got
a few days, a few weeks, before this thing has to become operation-
al if we are going to get funds in October of 1982.

And so we've got to find some way of at least beginning to solve
the problem. I think Dr. Young's suggestions get to that point. The
eligibility really is what most of us are concerned about. I really
disagree with this whole business that it is in disagreement with
the legislation. I think it is a disagreement with the interpretation
of the legislation which has led to the regulations.

I think we are, again, getting into semantics. I really don't want
to get into that kind of a discussion. It’s a trap.

You can use all kinds of yardsticks but I think they have got to
be applied fairly and reasonably. I think the old approach where
you get the information for all the institutions and then pick a
number out of the data which has been generated by those institu-
tions as the point at which there will be a cutoff and then allow for
. some kinds of appeals. I think that is reasonable.

I think this business of just saying 35 percent, you just don't
know. And that is my No. 1 point. My No. 2 point was Don Garri-
son’s point about planning. I think what they are asking for in
terms of what we've seen so far in the planning documents we are
suppused tu fill, are really going to lead us into three possibilities.

No 1, as Don mentioned, going out and getting a ghost writer,
which I think is madness. No 2, fitting your plan to what you think
your proposal is going to be, which I think is self-defeating. And
th(iird, I think we have got to face the reality of what planring is
today. -

I attended a bank board meeting a week ago. And they came up
with this beautiful long-range plan, their goals and objectives and
so on, and I asked, out of curiosity, what are your time lines? And
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they gave me a fudge answer. And afterward the guy who was re-
sponsible for the plan came up to me and said, you know, I hope
you realize that in the very changeable banking envirohment that
we are in, putting on time lines and all that kind of thing doesn’t
n(;i:an an awful lot right now because things are changing too rap-
idly.

Well, the same conditions apply te us. We don’t know in Con-
necticut right now what our 1981-82 budget really is because of
local fiscal concerns and we are operating in an environment
wlhere one of my clleagues puts down his annual objective, surviv-
al.. : .

Title III is supposed to help us in the matter of survival, and I
am saying, I am asking really for my institution and probably all
of the other community colleges, give us a chance to participate in
this 1mportaat program by making the eligibility requirements
something reasunable, something that ‘we can hang our hat on and
see that ther. is a uniform application. Let's not get into the use of

arbitrary yardsticks. .
I think vardsticks can be used to measure and ‘o punish. I don’t

think anybody is out to punish us as such but I think if you put up
that yardstick as a hurdle, then either you get over it or you crash.
And 1 just don’t think at this point that that is reasonable.

I guess that sums up everything that I was going to say.
Mr. ANDREws. Thank you, Dr. Darnowski. Without objection, the
full text of your remarks will be included in the record of this

hearing. ‘
[The prepared statement of Vincent Darnowski follows:]

FREPARED STATEMENT OF VINCENT S. DARNowskI, PREsIDENT, HoUsATONIC
Community CoLLEGE, BRiDGEPORT, CONN.

[ am Vincent S. Darnowsks, President of Housatonic Community College located
in Bridgeport, Connecticut.

It is a great privilege and pleasure to be able to provide views on the proposed
regulations governung Title 111, the Institutional Aid Program The correpondence
recerved about this hearing indicated an interest in hearing aboyt the “practical ap-
pheation of many of the (Education) Department’s interpretations . Before re-
sponding direct!, on the fuur issues outlined in that letter, let me indicate that the
application of the prupused regulations would eliminate all the community colleges
in Connecticut from partiapation 1n the Title III Institutional Aid Program As a
practical matter, there would be nu need to discuss any other element of concern for
Housatony: Community College ur any other Connecticut Community College if the
regulations as presently propused for eligibility standards were to be applied

In the past several years, five of the twelve Connecticut Community Colleges have
participated in the program. This participation has occurred through indiv.dual in
stitutional grants or through consortia. In all instances, the effect has been to
<trengthen offerings to disadvantaged students in a variety of programs

The loss of eligibility by Connecticut Commumty Colleges and others across the
country is baged on a sort of “Catch 22"

Tuition and other costs at the community colleges are kept low to make possible
attendance by\blacks. hispanics and other disadvantaged persons,

Students_recewve relatively low Pell Grants as a result of low costs and the fact
that they are commuters;

The institution s blocked from a program which would help provide better sery
wes fur thuse who need them because it > making access only part of the job, easier
for low-income people.

To turn to the several issues outlined:
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INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY

Institutional eligibility 1s to be determined un severul crterta. The use of Pell
Grant measures puints at establishung that there are numerous students in an insti-
tutivii who need the suppurt servives provided through the Title I Institutioul Aid
program. The use of measures of E & G expepditure is designed tu indicate that the
institution itself is in need of additional funds to provide appropriate services.

The use of these yardsticks becomes questionable when they are nut used tu meus-
ure but to punish. The Pell Grant measures come intu yuestion when the arbitrary
figure of 357% of at least half time students who were eligible to apply for Pell Gran.
measures come into question when the arbitrary figure of 33% uof at least half-time
students who were eligible tu apply fur Pell Grants received Pell Grants 1s used.
There are any number of reasuns why Pell Grant eligible students will not apply for
aid, any number of reasons why they will not receive the grants. The use of the Pell
Grant date in this way tells nuthing about the needs of the students in the institu-
tion but seems to.say “Here is a hurdle. Clear it or crash.” -

To settle on 5%, 15%, or 35% ... this matter does not resolve the fundamental
arbitrariness. It tells little about the .tudents..On one hand, this requirement in the
regulations might be eliminated. As a substitute, consider 4 point system such as
that on Attachment L. Such use of data is at least reflective of the economic demo-
graphics of an institution seeking to be eligible.

To turn to another eligibility criterion, when Pell Grant levels at institutions are
compared, strict comparison in types of institutions should b¢ made. Ressdential cul-
leges should not be compared to non-residential colleges pupulated by cummuters.
‘The cost of_attending each will vary considerably.

Another point structure for determin.ng eligibility when comparing institutions
on the basis of average Pell Grant should be considered. Such a point structure is
included in Attachment L. The need for a structure 1s made evident by the competi-
tion for these funds which develops each year.

The companison of Educational and General Expenditures \E & G) required as a
third criterion for eligibility, should also be accomplished by means of a puint
systein Such a_system is outlined in Attachment L It is difficult tu see how the
"double weighting” talled for in the regulations van be accumplished without such a
system,

INSTITUTIONAL SELF SUFFICIENCY

An institution has a set of normal funding sources which will vary with the
nature of the institution These will include tuition, state ur lueal support un an apr
propriated basis for public institutiuns, private funds vr enduwments fur independ-
ent and some public institutivns Other funds, designed for research ur development,
shoyld not be counted on as a regular part of its income. They are tuu transitory
and too subject to changes in funding source priorities.

For this reason, no institution should expect to never graduate from the Institu-
tional Aid Pregram until or unless the regulations are totally rewritten and the
intent of Congress is differently spelled out. Certainly, the land grant program pro-
vides for long range Federal funding for some institutions but that is not at all par
allel to this program.

To graduate from the Title IIl program, an institution should demonstrate
through its own planning prucesses that there is a specific set of ubjectives or gouls
when it enters into Title III. At a number of points along the way, probably annual-
ly, while Title IIl funds aie flowing to the institution, measures that had been previ-
ously agreed upon should be used to measure progress. This puts an obligation on
the institution to do planning both of a long-range and a strategic nature.

There is one caveat At the present time, no institution can be precisely sure of
what a five year period, for example, will bring it in terms of enrollment, prugrams,
and support from its “normal” sources. What should be required by the Title III
program in institutional planning should be first, a set of reasonable, "d¢-uble”
long term but measurable goals. On an annual or bi-annual basis, the institutiun
should submit a strategic plan by which it will make specific measurable strides
toward achieving those goals. In all prubability, it will have tu be recognized by ev-
eryone involved that not all goals can be achieved completely by an institution re-
ceiving a developing institutional program grant.

From all of the above must come the recommendations that—

(1 participation in Title III be finite,

(2) the Title III program be finite in time; or,

(3) that the Congress address anew the question of intent.

Q E5 0—RlI-=5
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EXPLICIT STATUTORY SET ASIDES

The wording i the portin of the regulations wneerned with funding availability
changes. in my view, the intent of Cungress The legislation says that “the Secretary
shall make available’ certamn fund levels fur junior and commaunity colleges and
historically black institutions, The regulations make these levels of funding contin-
gent upon whether sufficient high quality ap lications are received

It does not seem that the Department of Education has the power to change this
intent of Congress I[n uther areas une may yuibble about the shading of meaning
but here it is rather precisely stated.

Further, the Department of Education, as any grant giving organization should
make exphait immedsately what the maximum level of funding will be for each type
of grant. This informatiun 1s cratical for the planning by institutions which the regu-
lations wish to'seem to encourage.

THE DEFINITION SUBSTANTIAL

If there 15 an area which 15 open to semantic debates, and the regulations, it is
ths word substantial ' One can wonder about substantial effort by a family, sub-
stantial contributivns by individuals to fund raising drives and substantial numbers
or percentages of students.

The question 1s what again was the intent of Congress It is strongly recommend-
ed that to meet the intent of Congress and to reward those institutions with the
greatest numbers of Pell Grint recipients. that a slidin%scale of points for institu-
tions having higher percentages of Pell Grant recipients be developed To arbitrarily
set a number sueh as 35% and to use it as a cut off seems most unreasonable

The some could be smd for the matter of student financial aid levels A sliding
scale providing funds where they are most needed as determined by the scale would
be much better than cutting off at some fixed point. The matter of scales for these
crtenia 15 addressed in anuther portion of this statement as well as Attachment |

One final comment. The regulations as written effectively eliminate the possiblity
of consorta ntnder Title HE The legislation seems very clear that development of
consortia is to be encouraged.

The people who write abuut the future of higher education seem to say that
dunng the 's0s we will need mure and more consortia There seems to be little
doubt that cooperation on a variety of levels—in programs, staff, libraries, laborats-
res—must be entered into by institutions of higher learning in the next 10 years
Wnting the regulations for Title III and the way they have written seems to fly in
the face of such efforts

It 1s recommended that the . egulatiuns be rethought and reworked with reference
to consortia. However. unless they are in very specific ways, the effect of the Title
HI regulations will be to thwart some of the most important developments that
might occur in the difficult and confusing years ahead.

ATTACHMENT |

SI'"GGESTED REWRITE FOR SEC. 625.2 DESIGNATION OF ELIGIBILITY .

var The Secretary designates an institution of higher education or a branch
l:;lm;)Ua as elyibte to be considered for a grant under the Strengthening Program
l —

+ 1 It satisfies the basic institutional eligibility requirements in 34 CFR 624 2;

210 It has an enrollment which includes a substantial percentage of Scudents
receiving Peli Grants in the base year The Secretary assigns points to the institu-
tion on a scale of 0-100 ponts on the basis of the number of Pell Grant recipients
per FTL undergraduate student. The points awarded are based on the institufions
pereentile ranking when compared to all other similar institutions

«n The average Pell Grant received by its students in the base year was high in
companson with the average Pell Grant received by students at comparable institu-
tions 1n that vear. The Secretary assigns points to the institution on a scale of 0-100
points. The points awarded are based on the institutions percentile ranking when
compared to all other similar institutions.

v3) It has an average educational and general (E&G) expenditure per full time
equivalent {FTE) undergraduate student in the base year that was low when com-
pared to the average at institutions that offer similar instruction The Secretary as-
signs U-100 points to the institution reflecting the institutions position on the per-
centile scale when compared to the same averages of all other institutions that offer
similar instruction. .
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‘b In determining institutional ehigibibty, the Secretary gives the factors de-
scribed in paragraphs a 120 () and un of this sectiun double the weight of the factor
described in paragraph .a' (3! of this section The following chart Illustrates how the
Secretary assigns points for the above factors:

Percentde rank )13) (3)(2Hn [RIHI0]

395 . 0 100 100
93 . 1 98 98
98 ’ 2 9% 96
2 98 4 4
- . 99 2 2
0 . 100 0 0

fe* A total of 150 points—the combined total of all three factors—Wwill be the mini-
mum for institutional eligibility.

Mr. Anprews. I must leave. I am even later for a 10 meeting
than I was for this one. And I have constituents waiting in my
office as well. I am very sorry. )

You obviously have a very serious problem which not only exists
in terms of time I think, solution-wise, Dr. Young, in your state-
ment on page 4 and continuing on page 5, you address this. As our
chairman, Paul Simon, suggested, perhaps a half dozen or so people
could meet and go over this with the Department and reach an
agreement. .

My assumpticn is that, No. 1, there seems to be virtual unanim-
ity There may be some degree of difference as to what has to be
done, but there is agreement to do something at least essentially
along the lines that all of you are suggesting. The method, I would
think, would not be to introduce a bill in the House. I would think
that would not be necessary. There will have to be a conference,
will there not, on the appropriations bill in question;

So if the Senate could get incorporated into the appropriations
bill, even if it is vetoed, if we could get into the appropriations bill
the language to this effect and then carry it over into the supple-
mental bill which is the one, I guess, under which we will get such
funds as are received.

In the conference committee, the House conferees, would surely
approve an amendment that has been added by amendment in the
Senate I think we would accomplish the purpuvse without the ne-
cessity of a separate bill. I believe it would be difficult to get
through the Rules Committee, due to time constraints here, and
get a separate bill through the House, and I don’t believe that that
is necessary. Is that true?

Mr BLAKEY. Basically I believe that is correct. A regulatory solu-
tion, however, is certainly more preferable.

Mr Anprews. As I understand it, it would be accomplished in
the Senate. I am sure, I feel confident that the House conferees
would agree Then I think the battle would be over. Maybe I am
looking at that as being easier than it is going to be but I believe
we would cooperate with the Senate. I do not believe anyone would
oppuse it. ,

With that, I am going to ask Mr. Blakey to continue with run-
ning the hearing I will be meeting with Mr. Simon and other ap-
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propriate people and 1 will consult with you as to when we might

do that. Thank you. )
Mr. BLAKEY tacting chairman). Mr. Badwound, will you continue?

STATEMENT OF ELGIN BADWOUND, PRESIDENT, OGLALA SIOUX
COMMUNITY COLLEGE, PINE RIDGE RESERVATION, S. DAK.

Mr. Bapwounp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I realize we are in
some time constraints and I will try to summarize my testimony

Again, [ am going to be echoing a lot of the comments that hate
already been made.

1 would like to give sume background information on Indian vol-
leges because [ think, I view these institutions to be unique from
the traditional mstitutions and- I think this needs to be seriously
kept in mind, and some of the recommendations [ will propose I
think will hopefully be a lot clearer with this information.

I am the president of Oglala Sioux Community College, located
on the Pine Ridge Reservation in South Dakota. I am also presi-
dent of the American Indian Higher Education Consortium which
consists of 17 tribal colleges representing the States of North and
South Dakota, Montana, Nebraska, Arizona, California, and Wash-
ington. ,

The testimony that I am about to summarize here is general tes-
timony and the recommendations are those that affect most of the
tribal colleges. I have also asked each individual college to submit
more specific individual testimony as obtained through their re-
spective colleges and I think most of them have agreed to do that.

The tribally controlled community colleges have participated in
the title III program since around 1972. This program has caused
us to have a great deal of success in helping to develop human re-
sources on Indian reservations. The colleges are contributing also
to the higher education 1esources of the Nation. They have given
the Indian people on the reservations a sign of hope, a chance to
improve their Job skills, and upgrade their education by providing
services that were previously inaccessible to them.

Tribal rolleges are providing in aluable training to tribal govern-
ments enabling them to effectively deal with the major develop-
ment issues that are confronting them.

The goal of tribal governments as a whole today is self-sufficien-
cy and the tribal colleges are contributing significantly to the at-
tainment of this goal.

Tribal colleges, due to the unique relationship which Indian
tribes have with the Federal Government, rely a great deal upon
Federal ptugtams for their financial support, thus, the significance
of title 111 funding, as well as a variety of other Federal programs

The mmpact of the new proposed regulations of title III as amend-
ed 1s simply that they make 1t extremey difficult, if not impossible,
tor tribally controlled community colleges to participate in the in-
stitutional aid program.

It 1s our understanding that title IIT is supposed to help those in-
stitutions which are struggling for survival, to help bring them into
the mainstream of academic life. Tribally controlled community
colleges probably meet the definition of struggling institutions far
more than other institutions of higher education, and yet our insti-
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tutions are the very ones which are being put in a4 precarious posi-
tion of possible exclusion from participation in title III under he
new proposed regulations.

I would to now move to the sections which appear to be causing
the most problems at this point, in my discussions with the other
colleges, and again, these are not necessarily the only sections that
are causing problems. Again, these are picked out because they
pertain to more of the colleges.

Section 625.5 of part A has the requirements that 35 percent of
undergraduates, who are at least one-half time and eligible, re-
ceived Pell grants. There is a requirement that the average Pell
grant received is greater than the average of comparable schools, a
requirement that an average E and G per FTE undergraduate ex-
penditure be less than a graduate of comparable schools.

And also we understand that title III had identified 1979-80 as
the base year from which the compute the percentages. These re-
quirements pose problems in that many colleges have only recently
become eligible to administer financial aid and the base year
chosen will eliminate their eligibility.

We view the base year identified to be arbitrary and it may not
reflect the financial needs of an institution in subsequent years.

The 33 percent Pell grant requirement will also eliminate some
colleges from participation. E and G expenditures are higher than
minimum a. most of the tribal colleges. This is due to the fact that
tribal colleges characteristically serve large campuses, in essence,

Indian reservations, with small, very small student populations.

Reservations are at the lower rungs of the economic ladder na-
tionally and the institutional cost of providing education to the stu
dents 1s unusually high compared to traditional higher education
institutions. . . .

In line with this, also, the 100 FTE requirement for section 626.2
of part B, again will eliminate many tribal colleges due to their
very small enrollinents.

I would Iike to summarize my comments by reiterating that the
Federal Government has obligated itself through treaties to pro-
vide education to Indian tribes. This has resulted in a unique rela-
tionship. It is important to keep this relationship along with the
characteristics of tribal colleges. We feel that they warrant carefuyl
attention when determining eligibility requirements not only for
title III but vther programs ifisofar as tribal colleges are concerned.

I would like to offer some recommendations in terms of the prob-
lems being experienced by these colleges. ‘

No. 1, the American Indian Higher Education Consortium and
its member institutions recommend that a technical amendment be
offered tv the Congress which would amend section 342 “waiver au-
thority and reporting requirement” by deleting section 342(bX1)
and adding the following. That section 342(b)2X3)(4i5) be renum-
bered accordingly and that a new section 342(c) be inserted after
342(b) which would read:

The Secretary may wawve the requirements set forth in sections 3122xb),
S2han2abs and 322an2abis ip the case of an institution located on or near an Indian
reservation or 1 a substantial pupulation of Indians, if the Secretary of Education
determines that the waiver will substantially increase higher educativn vpportuni
ties appropriate to the needs of American Indians.
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Nu. 2, the American Indian Higher Education Consortium recom-
mends that in determining the eligibility for tribally controlled
community colleges participating in parts A and B, the Secretary
of Education, through regulation, as it is not precluded by law,
grant tribally controlled community colleges a waiver from the pro-
visions of 625.2 and 626.2 until such time that tribal colleges have
had access to the funds necessary to establish an accurate data
base by which to establish their eligibility under this section

No. 3, the American Indian Higher Education Consortium also
recommends that a technical amendment be offered to Congress to
address sections 31221AX1,2,3,i)I) and section 322(a}2)AXiiiXD) so
as to clarify the fact that tribally controlled community colleges
are not governed by State law. Such language would amend the
above-stated sections by inserting after “within the State” and
before "an educational program,” the following language “or char-

tered by a tribal government.” Again, this will serve to clarify and

recogpize a unique relationship which exists between the Federal
Government and the Indian tribes.

No. 4, the American Indian Higher Educétion Consortium also
recommends that a special set-aside provision, that is, 5 percent, be
established by regulation for tribal colleges. It is our understanding
that a special set-aside for black institutions has been established
by regulation. Again, this set-aside will demonstrate the Federal
Government's recognition of its educational obligations toward
Indian tribes.

I would also like to—even though it wasn’t included in the writ-
ten testimony—to reiterate some of the concerns on planning, and
I think this lias also anothcr crucial impact on tribal colleges.
Speaking from experience, as one of the earlier gentleman com-
mented, it is almost impossible in this day and age to put together
a long-range plan, particularly in the case of tribal colleges who
rely a great deal upon Federal funds. The uncertainty of those
funding sources has an effect. -

For example, part of our budget comes from the Bureau of

Indian Affairs budget and I think it is very clear why we were

having problems this year since the budget has not been approved
We have no idea at this point what our funding sources are going
to be from those sources that come from the Bureau budget. .

So when you try to sit down and do a plan around this kind of
{;xlmdmg instability from the external sources, it’s next to impossi-

e.

I would aiso like to—I think the recommendation of the joint
meeting with the—as requested by the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, I think that is a valid recommendation. I would like to partici-
pate in that, if possible, and I think.that would be one way of
trying to arrive at sume substantia} recommendations as to how we
address these problems and how we proceed and how they are to be
offered, how recommendations will be introduced once we agree on
what those *« ~ommendations might be.

Thank y . very much for taking the time to hear our concerns
and I'd be glad to answer any questions you may have.

Mr. BLakgy. Thank you very much. Without objection, the full
text of your remarks will be made a part of the record.

[The prepared statement of Elgin Badwound follows:]
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Prepakrp S1atesme~t Preseaten sy Eian Babwounp, PRESIDENT, OuLaLa Stoux
Communiy Cottent toit Frisanry Conrronied CoMMUNITY COLLEGES IN THE

_ Ux1tED StaTEs

Mr Chairman, distinguished Members of the Subcumnuttee, my name is Elgin
Badwound I am Presdent of Oglala Sioux Cummunity Cullege located un the Pine
Ridge Reservation i Svuth Dahota. I am also President of the American Indian
Higher Education Consortium which consists of 17 tnbal colleges representing the
states of North and Suvuth Dakota, Montana, Nebraska, Arizona, California ani
Washingtore It is indeed an honor tu womie befure your prestigious Subcommittee o
speak un behalf of the Oglala Sivux Cumimiunity Cullege und the other Tribally Con
trolled Conmiumity Colleges 1n the Anierican Indian Higher Education Consortium

I would like tu take this uppurtunity to thank the Members of the Subcommittee
and their staffs for taking the time to hear speufic concerns of tribal colleges per
uuming t the propused rules and regulawons for Institutivnal Aid Prugrams as au
thurized under Title 11 of the Higher Education Act as amended.

Tribally controlled cuommunity colleges have participated in the Title IH—Basic
Institution Development Programs since 1972,

As « result of Title 11 funding, tribal wolleges have been able to strengthen their
avademie programs and are now providing suceessful educational experiences for
Amerwan Indian Students The Title I Basic Institutional Development Program
has helped many of the tribal wolleges tu upgrade thewr capabilities to better manage,
and awount for federal funds through auproved fiscal management systems. Im
proveiients have also been realized by the wlleges in the area of managing student
financial aid programs

Tribal Colleges have had a great deal of success in helping to develop human re
suurues un thewr respective reservations and are contributing to the higher educa
tiun resvurces of the nation They have given the Indian people on the reservation
tu sipn of hupe. o vhanee to iniprove their job skills and upgrade their education by
providing services previvusly inavessible tu them. Tribal colleges are providing in
valuable truming tu tribal governments enabling them to effectively deal with the
mor developnient issues wafrunting them. The gual of tribal guvernments self suf
ﬁl:u ay land the tribal wlleges are wntributing significantly to the attainment of
thus goal. .

Tribal colleges, due to the unique relationship which Indian Tribes have with the
tederal governnient, rely o great deal upun federal programs for their financial sup-
purt Thus, the ssgnificance of Title 11 funding as well as a variety of other federal
programs. .

The impact of the new propused regulutions of Title 11 of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 as amiendcd 15 simply that they make it extremely difficult, if not impos-
sible, for tribally wontiviled commurnity lleges to participate in the Institutional
Aud Prugrans. It s vur understanding that Tytle HI 1s suppused to help those institu
tivns which are struggling fur survival and to heip bring them into the “main-
streams ot academie e, Tribally wontrolled community colleges probably meet the
defimtion of strugghling institutions’ far more than other institutions of higher
education and yet our institutions are the very ones which are being put in the pre-
carious pusition of pussible exclusion frum partiwpation in Title Il under the new
proposed regulations

The proposed rules and regulations pose u series of problems for tribally con
trulled wmmunity wlleges and 1 will now discuss the the speuific sections which are
causing the prublems. Section £25.2 of Part A has the requirements that 35 percent
of undergraduates, #hu are at least 'z time and eligible, received Pell grauts, aver
age Peli grant received greater than average of cumparable schools, average E :
FTE undergraduate was less than average of comparable schools. We understand
that Title HI has wenuified 1973-80 s the "base year” from which to compute the
pereentuges These reguirements puse problems in that many colleges have only re
cently bewwme eligible to adnunister fqndnual aids and the base year chosen will
eliminate their eligibility We view the hase year identified to be arbitrary and ma
not reflect the finanuial needs of a collége in subsequent years. The 35 percent Pell
grant requirement will als. eliminate some colleges from participation “E & G ex
penditures  are higher than nusinium at most trbal colleges Thus is due to the fact
that tribal wolleges characteristically serve large campuses (reservations) with small
student pupulations Resvrvations are at the lower rungs of the economic ladder na
twnally and the institutional wost of providing education tv students is unusually
high Wompared tu traditiunal higher education institutions In line with this, the 100
FTE munimum requirement fur Section 620.2 of Part B again will eliminate many
tribal colleges due to their small enrollments
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I switsmary, 1 wouid hihe to raterate that the federal government has obligated
atselt through treats to provide education to Indian tribes This has resulted in a
umque relationship This relativishup tugether with the special characteristics of
tribal wolleges warrant careful attention when deternumng eligibility requirements
tor Tutle 111, Higher Educatiun Act as amended ur other federal programs insofar as
tribas wolieges are wncerned. Based un our expressed concerns, I am hereby submit
tng the tollowing recommendations for yuur review, consideration and action

i+ The Amerian Indian Higher Education Consortium and its member institu-
tions recommend that a techineal amendment be offered to the Congress which
would amend Section 342 wanver authonty and reporting requirement” by deleting
section 3420baks and adding the fullowing That Section 342(b), (2), (3), (4), (5 be re-
numbered accordingly and that o new Sectivn 312w be inserted after 312(b) “(c1 the
Secretary may waive the requiretuents set forth in Sections 312(2xby, 322(ak2ub) and
S22an2ubu i the case of an nstitution located on ur near an Indian Reservation or
i1« substantial pupulativh of Indins, if the Secretary of Education determines that
the waiver will substantially increase higher educativn opportunities apprupriate to
the needs of American Indians.”

+2- The Americai lndian Higher Education Consurtium recomnic.ds that in deter-
numng the eligibiity for tribally controlled community colleges participating in
Parts A & B, the Secretary of Education through regulatiun tas it 1s not precluded
by law: grant tribally controlled commiumty colleges a waner from the provisions of
bl S & 126.2 until suvh time that tnibal colleges have had aceess to the funds neces
saly 1o establish an accurate data base by which tu establish their eligibility under
this Section

vt Fhe American Indian Higher Education Consortium alse recommends that a
technual amendment be offered to Cungress to address Sections 31220A%1,2,3,ix
and Section Ao2ansAminals su as to Jarnify the fact that tribally controfled commu-
mty wolleges are nut governed by State law Such language would amend the above
stated sections by iserting after 'within the State™ and before “an educational pro-
wram . the fullowing language. ot Jhartered by a tribal government.” This will
cdarity aud recopnize the unigue relationship which exists between the federal gov
ernment and Indran tribes

4 The American Indian Highor Education Cunsurtium alsu recommends that a
speuial set-aside provision, e - percent, be established by regulation for tribal col-
ieges 1Uis vur understanding that o special set-aside for Black Instititions has been
established by regulation. Again, this set aside will demonstrate the federal govern
ment’s recognition of its educativnal ubligations toward Indian tribes

Thanh yuu very much for tahing the time to hear vur concertis. | will be pleased
to answer any questions you might have. .

Mr. BLakey. I have just one question. One of the things youy

really didn't address and Bub Young had said he would before he
left and then he didn't, maybe the panel would like to respond on
the question of self-sufficiency. -

My understanding or reading of the statutory limitation is that it
15 very clear that if you apply for a {- to 7-year grant,.and you get
vne, yuu're not suppused tu apply again. The regulations go some-
what beyond that and I'd like to have your comments on the whole
question of self-sufficiency.

Mr. DarNowskl. My testimony does address this to some extent.
It is very sinple from my point of view. Number one, somebody
talhed about bad education, that is, not graduating, not becoming
selfsuffivient- 1 think making significant moves toward®self-suffi-
crency or graduation—but I think the important thing I am trying
to say is 'significant moves.” I think that’s bad management be-
cause I think this whoule thing is supposed to be aiming at improv-
ing management,

But I think there is anuther caveat and I don’t have an easy so-
lution to offer 1n this case, and that is that none of us ever achieve
our goals 100 percent. If anybody expects us to achieve them, I
think they are really blowing smoke.
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So, I think there are two or three ways that one might address
*his. Number one, to first look gt segments of the program within a
given institution, and thuse where the institution, through some
planning process, and I think it is a strategic planning process, has
made moves toward something like 90 percent or something of this
sort, toward meeting those goals, fine, That's part of the institution .
graduating, if you will, from a program. >

But there may be other elements of the institution which still re-
quire help and support and I think that should be poted and pro-
vided for. I don't think everybody can—yoqu just don’t move uni- .
formly forward and you don’t ever reach your goals on a 100 per-
cent basis. :

So I would say, sure, you have to make every effort to meet the
goals and the requirements, and I think this requires, from'the De-
partment, two things. Number one, a good system of evaluation,
and fwo, the thing that Dr. Young mentioned, an_excellent methud
ology for feeding back to the institutions in a given time frame.

Say you are in the & or 7-year program and you are moving .
through your third year, they feed back to you how well it seems N
that you are doing, rather than stuff disappearing down a dark
<tunnel-and never bouncing back. -

You know, it is very frustrating. -

Mr. BLakey. Thank you. Dr. Young?

Dr. YounG. Let me clarify my position. I have no particular
qualms with the underlying concept of graduating from title III. T
think there are points in time when institutions should move
toward eventually graduating. I am not sure the way it is c%rentlg
structured is the appropriate way. ,

I am a little uneasy with the definition of self-sufficient, which
appears in the regulations, and because I am, let me share that
with the group because everybody here may not be aware of it.,
Self-sufficient means the point at which, in the determ:nation of
the Secretary, an institution would be able to survive without fund-
ing under the institutional aid program. .

That’s a rather arbitrary and a potentially capricious set af cir
cumstances. I am not comfortable at all that the Secretary is guing
to determine that at one point my institution can nu lunger survive
if we cannot get title III funding. So I do have a little bit of a hang-
up with that, if you will permit me saying so.

A*couple of things that I'd like to point out here that were al-
luded to and perhaps were not clarified in testimoay, if I may take
about 30 seconds. We were talking about this concept of thuse eligi
ble to apply for Pell grants. I think the inference was made that
that had somethins to do with serving low income students. Let me
remind the group that thtsgligibility to apply is in po way whatsu
ever related to income. Everybody, unless they are a foreign stu
dent, a religious student or whatever, if they are taking 6 or more
hours they are eligible to apply. Their income may be $400,000 a
year. Therefore the criteriun in no way reflects whether an institu
tion serves disadvantaged individuals.

The other question is, my €ongressman from North Carolina,
Mr. Andrews asked, Where would the money go if these institu
tions were not allowed to be eligible? That is a good question. The
law set aside a minimum of 24 percent in part A, a minimum of 30
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percent in part B, for 2-year colleges. If the law stands as it is, if
the regulations stand as they are, 90 percent, 80 to 90 percent of 2-
_year public colleges would be ineligible to apply So what we may
have accomplished in the Jast 3 years or working very hard-to-get

our, set-asides, what we may have s approved mogey set aside and,

no one to give it to.:

1 thunk this needs io be brought to the attention of the people
who will be making further deliberations on this issue.

Mr. BLakey. Mr. Badwound?

Mr. Bapwounb. I guess ag.’n it’s an integral part of any institu-
tion of higher education tv do planning. I know it is a very impor-
tant part of the management process. But again, I think the heavy
. emphasis®n planning is kind of scary, because it says if you don’t,
if people don't approve of your plan, you are not eligible, and it
stops right there, and again, I'd like to say that people who are re-
viewing, the readers, reading these plans, have to be aware of the
needs of particular institutions. With respect to, again, tribal col-
leges, and the unique situation they are in, and the relationships
that they have with the Federal Government, I think that that
would have tv be very carefully scrutinized when these plans are
being examined. )

‘Also, the term '"self-sufficiency,” again it is hard to define exact-
Iy what that means. 1 really have problems with that. I think a lot

»

of the schools do. Again, in determining when an institution is pro-

gressing toward sell-sufficiency, I think the evaluation criteria in-

determining whether that is happening or not, should be carefully
scrutinized ip relationship to the needs of different kinds of institu-
tions. ' ’

Mr. Bakey. Thank you. \

Do vou have something to ddd, or a question?

Ms. Vance. I have a question for Dr. Young, with regard to part
A of the title III program, and the requirement that the average
amount of award which is high in comparison with the average
amount of all other grants. You have made the point, and several
other witnesses have made the point, that the Pell grant is not a
good index for measuring the average amount of the award because
whether you go to a low tuition institution or high tuition institu-

jon you end up comparing apples with oranges. Have you thought
of the possibility, what the impact would be, if instead of using the
average amount of the Pell grant you used the average eligibility
index factor for the Pell grant which would be the same regardless
of where. the student chose to go to school? Have you thought
whether that would be a more equitable manner to measure the
comparison of average grant awards, .

Dr. Younc. It may in fact be more_equitable. I've got a feeling
statistically and informationally it may epcompass even more prob-
;ems than what we have now in terms of colléc.ing the data. That
elynbility index on the student's application, SER for financial aid,
is a rather arbitrary number. For example, the students who re-
ceive a maximum grant under Pell can have an eligibility index
ranging from 0 to 300, and when you start averaging with that
much latitude, I am not sure how valuable such averages would be.
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So I think from a statistical point of view, we may in fact create

more problems by yoing that route than the problems we have

now. ' \

Ms. VancE. The range is in fact anywhere between 0 and 500?

Dr Young. That is for a full-time student in a 2-year college this
year, who would receive a maximum Pell award. The index then
goes much beyond that. That’s just the firstisegment. .

Mr BLAkEY. On behalf of our members, I'd like to, thank the
panel for coming such a long distance. As the chairman indicated,
we have no control over when the Budget Committee or,any other
committee decides to schedule a meeting and unfortunately every-
body evidently picked today. |

I'd like to thank the three of you and ask that the next panel
come forward at this time, Dr. Henry Ponder, president of Benedict
College in Columbia, 3.C.; Dr. Charles A, Lyons, Jr., chancellor,
Fayetteville State University, Dr. Charles H. Qestreicht, president
of Texas Lutheran, and he will be accompanied by Dr. Thomas
Englund. , !

Is Sister Colette Mahoney here? ‘

No response.] . ‘

Mr. BLakey. Dr. Ponder, why don't we start with you. We have, I
know, two more people who are still waiting to be heard. If I could
ask you again to follow the admonition of the chairmen and we'll
insert all of your Written testimony in the record and ask you if you
will summarize your statements. )

‘We'll have questions if you strike upon things that we feel we
need to clarify. We'll proceed. \

- Dr. Ponder.

STATEMENT OF HENRY PONDER, PRESIDENT, BENEDICT
COLLEGE, COLUMBIA, S.C, e,

Dr. PonpEer."Thank you, sir. .

My name is Henry Ponder. I am president of Benedict College in
South Carolina. I am very pleased to appear befo.e this group, rep-
resenting the United Negro College Fund. This is an organization
of 41 predominantly black institutions all private and all fully
accredited and the total enrollment of these institutions is in the
neighborhood of 50,000 students. :

Title III can be compared in its uniqueness to that of the Morrill
Land Grant Act of 1862, It can be said that title III is the Civil.
Rights Act for black Ligher education institutions. ,

The law was written at the height of the civil rights movement.
This change in spirit was a result of years of discrimination. The
intent of the law was to redress the injustice practiced upon the
black colleges. We think this spirit exists today. !

The Department of Education recently produced its preliminary
cegulations for title III and we believe that many sections of their
proposed regulations fail to reflect the true intent of Congress. I
would like to point out those sections of the proposed regulations
that we believe contravene the true intent of Congress.

One, designation of eligibility. Under the proposed regulations,
the Secretary considers that an institution has a substantial per-
centage of Pell recipients if at least 35 percent of its undergraduate
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student- were entolled as at least half-time students and were eligi-
ble to apply for Pell grants in that year, end of quote

Tatle I funds must be focused vn institution with at least 15
percent Pell grant recipients. During congressional debate. the
Congress defined what substantial percentage means and 1 have
heard discussion today that it was never defined. They determined
that 43 percent would be the base number and you can get this

. from the Congressional Record, June 23, 1980, page.S7890.
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Two, designation of eligibility special needs program. The pro-
posed regulations state an institution seeking designation must
meet four tests. One of these tests requires that an institution must
enroll a substantial percentage of students who receive Pell grants
and a substantial percentage of students who receive assistance
under the campus-based programs—SEOG, NDSL, and CWS, col-
lege work study. The propused regulations then declare that “‘the
Secretary considers that the institution has a substantial percent-
age of students receiving assistance under the campus-based pro-
grams if at least 35 percent of its undergraduate students who
were enrolled as at least half-time students and were eligible to
apply for student financial assistance.”

The base of eligibility, we believe, should be students enrolled
and recening financial students rather than students eligible

Three. restrictions on the use of funds. Under the proposed regu-
lations. general operating and maintenance expenses are restricted
This language, which 15 not a part of the Education Amendments
of 1950, 1s 1nconsistent with the pressing needs of small, developing
institutions. The Senate recognized this when it reported that these
mstitutions need general operating funds. Due to small endow-
ments, low tuition, and serving large numbers of the historically
economically disadvantaged students, these institutions face a spe-
cial burden and require massive general and maintenance’ funding
This restriction should be removed.

Long-range plan. Under the proposed rules, the Department at-
tempts to force institutions sut of title III. This is clearly irconsist-
ent to the law. The Department's regulations should adhere to the
law requirg institutions to develop plans to increase their self-
sufficiency. )

Five. challenge grants. Under the proposed regulations, the chal-
lenge grant progiam ts described as providing Federal financial as-
sistance as an icentive for eligible institutions of higher education
to seek alternative sources of funding to become self-sufficient The
challenge grant funds should ke permitted for indirect endowment
building similar to the rules under which the National Endowment
for the Arts operates:

Six. strengthening developing institutions programs The pro-
posed rules prohibit current SDIP grantees from applying for parts
A and B There is not any language in the law which mandates
this prohibition. i

Seven, terminal grants. Designation of funds for long-term termi-
nal grants should not be used to force institutions out of title III
Part A of title III has two funding programs 1 to 3 years, and 1 to
7 year grants. Part B has a funding program for 1 to - years. The 4
to 7 vear and the 1 to 5 years are terminal grants and are the most
heavily funded of all three programs.
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The program s simply to attract institutions to the terminal
grant But two problems atise here. First, institutions with long-
term needs beyund 7 years will fucus vn one of the 1 tv 3 year, re-
newable grants. Twu, those institutions who have 1 to 3 year needs
will focus on the most lucrative 5 to 7 year programs, deleting
{unds that could be used for thuse institutions with long-term prob-
ems.

The United Negro College Fund therefore recommends that the
regulations specify that the Secretary set a range, perhaps 25 to 33
percent, of funds designated fur the lunger development grants.

Since I am trying to help with the time, I want to say that the
United Negro College Fund believes that the primary purpose of
the title III program in its inception was to provide financial assist-
ance for the historically black colleges and universities. Only to a
partial extent has it succeeded in achieving this end. Because it is
difficult to define the terms “developing™ or “struggling” succinct-
ly. the array of colleges and universities receiving title IIl.awards
has become very broad.

Mr. Chairman, I would like tu ask that when this committee that
the chairman suggested is set up, the United Negro Cullege Fund
would like to have a representative at that meeting.

Again, it has been a pleasure to appear before this committee.

Mr. Brakey. Thank you very much, Dr. Ponder.

The full text of your remarks will be made 4 part of the record of

this bearing. N
[The prepared statement of Henry Ponder follows.] .

Preranen STATEMENT wr Henpy Punots, PRESIDENT BENEDIT Cotibut, CuLi MBIA,
S C on Benarr or THE UNitep NeGro CorLeGr Funp

My name is Henry Ponder 1 am President of Benedict Collexe in Suuth Carohipa
Iam pleased to appear beture you to comment on the prelisunary: Title 1 reguia-
tions  Institutional Ad Program of the Higher Education Adt The United Negro
Collee Fund represents o wonsurtium of 41 preduminantly black collvans and win-
versities AL are private and fully awredited These UNCF institutons provide
quality vducation fur 0000 students Our institutions are 1o the finest slurality o
this nation

Title HI can be wonpared in s unueness to that of the Morndl Lund Grant At
of i~ It can be ~ad that Title TH i= the Civil Rights Act for Black higher educa
tion institutionseJThere ia o dear strident consensus amung educators of the salue of
Tutle 1T Con@¥dded in Title 11 s the profound and sound Amercan spint express-
g g lundamental aateonal commatment to ~duwation and to ala universal access
and opportunity fur sducation. Fermer Presadent Ly ndon Johnson proposed Iegisla
tion for a prigram to stremsthen dovelopang inattutions in his educativn message to
the Congress on January 2365 He stated that many of the Natwn's smailer schools
had become wolated from the man catrents of academa bife, and were struggling
fur sursieal The Presden: believed that Federal aid was essential 0 assist stateg
and private sources o sulviay these problrms The Strengthening Developing Inats
tutions Program bevame law on November 8, 1965 The legislative histoey of Tatle
H1 retleets this computment

The law wun wrdten at the hesgghy of the vvil rights movement This chunge 1o
aﬁm! was a result ol years of disnimunation The sntent of the low was to redress
he njustie pravtued apun the black wilegen This spnt wntinues twday  The
Huouse reaffiroid sts commutment Lo Biack Colleges by a deubleweighted Poli Grant
arteria an Part A The Senate vored it strong support when st enacted a hold
harmlew provison e Part B dunim reauthonization of Title 1T Most recently, 1t
voted overwhelmingly to res are L0 mulhon an Titde 11 on behadf of Black colicges
The past admoausteaton Jemonstrated s appurt for Black woliepe sn Tatle HI
thruugh the creatiun of o Challenge Grant program Thes wos a gunt UNCE Depart
ment of Education propusal to assist Blach  ollsas on strengtbening thest ubl[ohl’a
to warse funds trum the prooate = tor The cutrent Adminestratiog gas iaurd many
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statements (n support ol Black olleges 1t has referenced Title 111 to be a Black col
lege support prograsms I has tevopinand the importance of Title I by ncreasing its
tunding for the explicit support ot Black colleges

The Challenge Grant program ot Nitle I must ba allowed tu assist in the en
hancement ot the Development uepartments of partiupating anstititions and for in
direct enduwment bwilding This would per.ut institutions tu sustain, in the future,
the responsibilities with whach they are tu be further burdened due to the inflation
and mcreasiy general operating costs N

Ttle III went through une of the most extensive reviews of its existence when it
was substantially altered, with the passage of the Higher Education Act of 1965 as
Amended in 1886 The develupment of this new legislation tuvk about two years
with wversight heanings Title T has nuw been expunded to incude a wider uni
verse of institutions Jumior and wommunity colleges now haye a larger sét aside

The United Negro Collexe Fund at this time suppurts the current language of the
Tatle 111 Act as agreed to by the higher education community.

The Department of Education recently produced ats preflmmar_s regulations for
Titie I and we believe that many sevtions of their pruposed regulations fail to re
flect the true intent of Congress ¢

1 would hike to puint out thuse stxtivis ot the propused regulations that we believe
contravine the true mtent of Congress

5

I DESIGNATION UF ELIGIBILITY +VOL 46, NO 13%, MON JULY 20, 1981, P 374710

U nder the propused regulatvns, the Seuretary wensiders that an institution has a
substantial percentage of Pell recprents of at least 35 percent of its undergradaate
students who were enpled as at ieast half time students and were eligible to apply
tor Pell Grants in that year -

Title HI tunds must be focused un institutions with at least 45 percent Pell Grant
reaprents Duning Congressivnal debate, the Congress defined what “Substantial
Perventage means Thes determined that 45 percent would be the base number
Note Comyg Ree June 23, i), p 8-Ta00

' Il DESIGNATION OF ELIGISBILITY SPECIAL NEEDS PROGRAM

The propesad rexuiations state an imstidution seehang designabon waist meet four
tts, One ut these tests requires that an astitution must enroll a substantial per
centage o students whe receve Pell Grants and o substantial percentage of stu
dents who renve assistance under the Campus Based Programs {gEOG. NDSL. and
¢W -8, The proposed regulatans then dejure that the Secretary considers that
the insbitution has o substantal perventage of students receiving assitance under
the Campus Based poktans b at jeast 35 percent of s undergraduate students
who wers enrolied as at ieast halt-tume students and were eligible to apply for stu
dent financial assistance

The baswe of eiability shouid be students reeeving financial assistance rather
than ~tudents enible

Il KESTRICTIONS UN THE LSE OF FUNDS 1F 3747~

U nider the propowsd regulations, generai vperstin: aid Maitebaoe capenses dre
eestrnted Thie kampuage, which e not o part of the Education Amendments of 14950,
i~ iNuensistent wath the prissing needs uf ~inath, develugng inotdutions The Senate
recogmized this when it reported that theee anstitutions need general operating ex

sfeses Due to smah endosments, low tustion, and - cung larne numbers of the

tortaiiy and enomuany diadsantaged stadents, thess institutions face o spe
« 2l burden und rapane musave genenn and mastenance tundimg Thas restrd tan
whowald be remeaed ’

IV LeoaNG HANGE FEAN &4 12 142
{Under the propesssq rues, the Department atlempts to torce ansfdutions ead of
e HI This v cwntis amcommsteat to the jes. The Degartment’s regulations
shsuid adhere b the Fas negquening ssbitulios e devefop plans Woancrease ther
sl atfiennoy

'

AT EENGE GRANTS SUNFART A 827 1 1 3T48)

[ rider 2o proja~rd epulations thee Chalienge Grant program o desribed as pro
wviding Fedrray fananugi asostaior as af Deedtive for cypible sustiations of
Rucher edusaton to sk aaberhutese wsatoes of Tunding o become swlf sufficent
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Challenge Graut funds should be pe.nulted for indirect enduwment buwilding, sunilar
to the rules under which the Nativnal Enduowment for the Arts operates.

V1 STRENGTHENING OEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS PROGRAMS (SDIPs, P 37471

The proposed rules prohibit current SDIP grantees !'r:Jm applying fur Parts A and
B. There is not any language 1n the law which mandates this prohibition,

3 VII. TERMINAL GRANTS

Designativun of funds fur lung term termanal grants shuuld nut be used to foree in-
stituttans out of Title I Part A of Title Il has two funding programs. 1-3 vear and
4-7 year grants. Part B has a funding progrem for 1-5 years. The 4-7 year und 1-5

ears are terminal grants and are the most heavily funded of all three programs.

he,_program is simply tu attract institutiuns to the Ternunal Grants. Bat twu prub- .
lems arise: —

1 Institutions with lung term needs beyond seven years will focus on une of the 1-
3 year renewable grants while . . . o

2 those institutions whu have 1 3 year needs will fucus on the most lucrative

3 7 year pisgrams, deleting funds that cuuld be used fur thuse institutions with
long-term problems.

The United Negro College Fund, therefure, recummends that the regulativns
specify that the Secretary set a range .perhaps 23 35 percent; of funds designated
for the longer development grants.

The United Negroe College Fund believes that the primary purpuse of the Title 111

rogram in it§ inwepliv was te Frunde financial assistance fur the historicaily
plack colleges and universities. Only tu a partial extent has it suc.eeded in achiev-
ing this end Because ot s difficult to define the terms ‘develuping”™ or  struggling
s canctly, the array of colleges and universities receiving li‘xtﬁ: III awnards has
bewomie very broad Larger and larger numbers of smaller colleges and universities
serving a mure mddlevlass student population are applying fur and receiving
graats under Title III In addition, Cungress has mandated jumiur and cummunity
culleges a guaranteed fluor allwation uf 24 percent of the assistance under Part A —
Swzgéigthemng Institutions, and 30 percent of the asmistance under Part B—Special
& 5. e

In additiun, wulleges and universities which pruvide educational services fur Spun-
ash speaking and Amencan Indian students have become eligible for Tutle 1T funds.
Clearly. the program must have sume targeting tu remain effective. If the number
uf schuuls v expanded too much at the present level of funding, we are fearful that
future grant sizes will diminish and so will roimm effectiveness.

The programs in Title Il have worked. The W Negro College Fund wishes to

2 enhanve and strengthen the programs. In the paSt ten years, the average enrvll
ment per UNCF snstitutivn has increesed 7 8 percent, attributable to Tatle 111 whule
the average enrvllment at private fuur year colleges nationally increased wnly 03
percent during the same period. ,

Within the same penvd. private bluk institutiwos have mangged to restructure
their curricula in the past decade to meet the newer distribution of jub upportuni-
ties fur blacks in the labur market In 1978, almust une-fourth 23 3 percent, of de
grees varned were an business admanastration, mure than three times the 6 8 percent
of graduates at gur anslitutivhs recesving business degtees n 1968 Fifteen UNCF
institutions wifered and swarded degrees in the health professiun, wwmpared to unly
two 1 1969 -

Tutle I s an umportant empanani prugtam to the other student finanual ad
programs The amportance of funding higher edusation fur the ewwnumacally disad
vantaged students and of funding institutiuns that serve these students cannut be
wver emphasmzed Brougand it the manstream of vur suiety through higher educa
tisn the sons ahd duughters of the pour, we strengthen the ecunumae base of gur

“natlui’ We atdier al avadable talents to serve and reselve prublems i gur nativn
By expanding, eppurtutuaes. we give hupe and enwouragement s many, who uther
wise would be deunterested ard disenfranchised

The hustutieaily black uileges and universities are different. They emphasize sup
puttave teachuog programs fur students who are gencrally puor and need a support
e envitonment to attan ther full potential as productive, selfsufficient witizens
Theyx offer an effevtive expenienve whah nutures and motivates students to avhiese
The huswsfically black sn<titutions are commatted to teachung ang often, especially in
the pravate anstituliuns. to oreatie and novel furms of remedial eduvation They
provide access and oppurtunuty fur many why utherwise would nut recene a wliege
edycation .
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The number of mstitutions buth wilhing and able to produce college graduates out
ol such populations 1 hoaited and their value in creating upward mobility cannot be
over-estimated  These are the places un whuch Tide HI should be focused

Mr. BLakey. Next we will hear from Dr. Lyons.

-

STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. LYONS, CHANCELLOR,
FAYETTEVILLE STATE UNIVERSITY, FAYETTEVILLE, N.C.

Dr Lyowns. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure
to have the opportunity to appear before the su,bcom?}ittee. My
name 1s Charles Lyons, chancellor of Fayetteville State University.
I also represent the National Association for Equal Opportunity in

 Higher Education, an assuciation of 111 historically black colleges,
enrolling some 200,000 students. .

May I say. and I am not going to read my testimony, we have
passed 1t in for the record. I will go vver a portion of it and make
some comments,

In many ways, we are the forgotten institutions of higher educa- .
tion 1n this country, in spite of the value we have been and contin-
ue tu be as a national resource for carrying out the Federal policy
ot providing educativnal vpportunity for all students who are quali- .
fied. The Congress. and especially this subcommittee, have been es-
pecially sensitive to the importance of Federal support for the
policy of equal vpportunity in this country where higher education
15 concerned. v

In reference to title 11, the Congress has found that, one, institu-
tions of higher education with substantial percentages of students -
from luw-income families are contributing to carrying out the Fed-
eral policy of providing educational opportunity for all students.
Two, institutions of higher education enrolling substantial percent-
ages of students from low-income families face unique burdens
which prevent raising necessary financial resources to meet the
ever-increasing cost of educating such students.

And further. part B of the legislation recognizes that institutions
which enroll a large number of students from low-income families
tace a special burden. These institutions cannot raise their tuition
levels to keep pace with inflation and increasing educational costs

___w.thout driving many students away from the dream of a higher
education. And yet these institutions provide a very real service to
the Nation. for they keep the doors of higher education open to the
poor

These mnstitutions do not need project grants. They need operat-
ing assistance. Part B would provide that assistance.

I cite that. Mr. Chairman, as a base, and these are the words of
the Congress and not mine.

Now, let me say that I agree with what has been said by Dr.
Ponder with regard to the basis of eligibility. I think the projection
he has made in his paper with regard to the 15 percent, I think is
correct. We have sume real problem with what has been projected
in the proposed notice for public rulemaking and we have some
problems with what has been projected by the Department of Edu-
cation on this particular point. We think that i5-percent rule is
much more nearly what we ought to be dealing with.

The other point I would make is that we have some real concerns
about some of the prujections which show that at least 30 of the
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historically black colleges will be eliminated from the program.
Now thot seenms tu me to be totally inconsistent with the intent of
Congress It scems to be inconsistent with the President’s Execu-
tine order with regard to the support for the historically black col-
leges. And we are pleased to see that the Department of Education
15 proposing a way to be sure that those 30 institutions get included
under this legislation i

One concern that I would have and my assuciation would have is
that the remedy not be worse than that which we are trying to
remedy. And that is that by getting the 30 in, you bring in with
then: 200 or J00 more institutions which tend to increase the uni-
verse of institutions substantially and dilute the money that is
available for the institutions that are in the program.

I would say, finalls, that with regard to self-sufficiency, we be-
heve 1n selfssutficiency. It depends upon how you define it. I have
sume real coneerns and problems, Mr. ‘Chairman, with the defini-
tion of selfsufficiency as equated with graduation or termination
from the program. If we are talking about viability and thriving,
aud the ability to dv some things well for a group of low-income
students, then [ believe in self-sufficiency. But I have some prob-
lems with equating selfsufficiency with graduation or termination
from the program

Equal oppurtunity 1» a national pulicy, support for equal opgortu-
ntty and higher edutation is a nauonal policy in this country,
historically suppotted by this Guvernment. And I don't believe that
we can graduate from vur responsibilities of providing educational
opportunity for low-income and needy students.

We are going to have the poor with us forever and I don't think
that we can graduate from our responsibilities of meeting the
needs of the poor.

Now, 1t dvesn’t hiave tu be through title III, but it seems to me,
the Government, if it 1> tiue to its commitment to higher education
opportunity, we'se got to have sume mechanism to meet the needs
of this group of students the same say as we commit ourselves to a
land grant college system and commit the Government to the
recerit development activities of major universities in this country.
These institutions don't graduate from those programs and I don't
believe we should graduate.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would hope that under the special
needs program that the black colleges and universities would not
receive less than 100 percent of funding received by them in fiscal
yvear 1979 T know that the legislation speaks in terms of 50 per-
cent, but in line with what Dr. Punder indicated about the history
of this lemislation, I believe that 100 percent of funding received in
19749 1,0uld be more nearly equitable according to our calculations.

Again, I appreciate the opportunity of appearing here this morn-
ing and presenting these remarks. I do have some remarks that I
won't ginve this morning with regard to the impact of title IIT legis-
lation on a ginven institution. If I may have the opportunity, I
would like to prepare these rematks and submit them as a part of
the record as proof pusitive and demonstrated evidence of what the
title III money has done on one particular campus.
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Mr Brakey We will keep the record vpen for at least 10 days for
receipt of material i addition to your testimony, as well as in addi-
tion to any other testimony today.

Dr. Lyons. May I also say, Mr. Chairman, that I would hope that
the National Association for Equal Opportunity in Higher Educa-
tivn would have an vpportunity to be a part of that panel that
Chairman Simon spoke of. ‘

Mr. BLakey. It's fatter than a half-dozen right now. [Laughter.]

There 15 an ubvivus need and an vbvious interest un the part of
the peuple here today in patticipating in a resvlution of this prob-
lem. We will mahe every effort tv accommodate th:ose who have in-
dicated that they wish to participate on the committee.

Without objection the full text of your remarhs presented today -
will be made a part of the record of this hearing.

{The prepared sratement of Charles Lyons follows:]

PREPARED STATE AENT PRESENTED BY DR CHARLES A. Lyons, CHANCELLOR,
Faverrevinie State UNtversity, Faverrevinle, N.C.

Mi Chatinan and embers of the Subtomouttee un Post Secondary Education,
iy tame s Charles A Lyons, and T am Chancellur of Fayettesille State University.
Favettevil, Nerth Caroling

I thank vuu tur the uppurtunity to cumment on the Department of Education’s
proposed regulations tor Title T of the Higher Education Act of 1980, particularly
with respect to elgabibty criter . .

Furst. howeser. peroit me to desunibe the historically black colleges and umiversi-
ties, which typuly. I believe, the kinds of institutions Congress antended to assist in
the Strengthemng, Special Needs and Challenge Grant Programs of Title 11 The
plurality of the Anicrcan population and the commensurate plurality of the educa-
twnal niveds of tha pupulation led to the creation of the historially black colleges
and umiversities. which at une time were the only source of higher education for
Blavh Anericans and which continute to serve o large number of black and non-
black students with instructional programs tv meet their specific needs.

Historpally biack wileges and umiversities have provided educativnal vppurtuni-
tes tu praple who otherwise would have been denied aceess in an environment char-
avterzed by opposition, legisiated Linutations, and a constant shortage of resources
The accomplishments ot these institutions have far exceeded what should be expect-
ed as proportivnate to the mputs

The historically blach culleges and universities have, by their existence, contribut-
ed to the strength of Americas diversified higher educationadl system The basic
theme of demouracy i higher education has given rise to the creation of nany di-
verse hinds ot institutions which provide vital educational oppurtunities tu vur plu-
ralistic souiety  The Presdent s Tash Furee un Education, in its report of August
1990, stated that

The diversity of Amerian higher education is ventral tu its strength Thas diverss-
ty has grown from a tradition that eticourages institutional iutiative, creativity,
seit-determuniation. and autonumy  These charadteristios are vitaf to the strength of
oulr wnstitutions and should explicitly be encouraged and strengthened by nativnal
policy

Within this wntext of diversity, the historically black colleges and universities
have made siguilicant conutributions to vur nativn They have served as “upportunt-
ty colleyes,  prov.ding education to thousands of able and deserving youths 1f it
were not for the blach colleges and universities, which often provided education un-
available elsewhere, vur nation would have suffered an incalculable luss These in
stitutions have also reached vut besund the boundaries of the cumpuses tu provide
i h eeded services adult education, agricultural extension programs, comniunity
servive, and technical assistance tu guvernment agencies at all levels

Despite the contnibutivns made by these institutions to vur natwon, they appear to
remanit the sumewhat lorgotten secior of lugher education when one examines the
types and anwunts of finanaal support received by them Since historially black
institutions do not benefit from the various nativnwide fund-rasing efforts ur the
magor savang drom individuals, foundations, and curporations, federal supporc as-
sumies o larger amd extremely important role in the overall renge of support. The
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unpurtaice of ledetar support sas appatenit 1o the Congress when it stated in refer-
enee to Ditle 11 '

The Congress tinds th

L Institutions of haiglef education with substantial percentages of students frum
luw income fanulies are contributin tu carryang vut the Federal policy of providing
educativnal upportunities for all students whu are qualified, and

= Institutivns ol higher education enrolling substantial percentages of students
trem Jow ancome bamadies face umigue burdens which prevent raising necessary fi-
1l il resources tu mieet the ever iNireasing cost of educating such students.,

Further the report stated that

Part B ot this prupused title recopnizes that instituions which enroll o large
number of students trom low wicote fanulies face @ special burden, These institu-
twns sannot rase their Gution levels to heep pace with inflation and ingreasing
educativnal costs without drivang many students away from the dreams of a higher
educaiion Yet, these institutions provide a very real service to the nation, fur they
keep the dours of higher edacation vpen . the poor, These institutions do not need
project prants, they need qeneral operating assistance. Part B would provide that
assistanee

I am sympathetic wath the wncerns_expressed by the Department of Education
which turm a basis ol the propused Anwendments to Title 11 of the Higher Educa-
tivn Act One conceri is that institutions that Congress presumably 1atended to
benefit from the Titie I programs will not yualify as ¢ligible applicants These in-
clude 30 or more historically black colleges

The second couern expressed by the Department of Education is that “institu-
tuonis du uol gepcrally collect data that must be used to deternune institutional elygi-
bility i the mwanner deseribed in the law. " To correct the second prublem, a techni-
cal amiendmient would be wintroduced to strihe out the phrase, “tdetermined on the
buasis ol the uoticat of the sum of the credit Lours of all part-ime students divided
by twelvern and by strihing out the word ‘ur Jergraduate”™ each time it appers in
urder that the computativi of the full ime eguivalent enrollment would be done in
wonsuniatice with the diverse practices of wnstitutions and would recognize that many
wistitutions, i fact, do ot separate undergraduate from graduate students in com
puting their FTE enrollment

I have nu ubjectivos to this techmical amendment. 1 feel that 1t would clanfy and
sunplify the impicaentation of the Title HI legislation without changing its intent. 1
du have problens. huwever. with the proposed Notice for Public Rule Making
NPRM My pusition is that an institutiun should have 43 percent of its enrollment
half time and full tune students. recerviag Pell Grants to be ehigible to participate
in the Strengthenung Institutions Program 1t should have 43 percent of its enroll-
munt receivany Pedl Grauts or other campus-based student finanual aid to qualfy
for participation n the Spec al Needs Program.

I am convineed that o 43 percent eligibility criterion would include .n the elygibil-
ity poul nut unly most ot the historically black colleges, which typically have 80 to
S percent of thear students on finanaal aid, but alsu large numbers of other institu-
tiuns that serve low dieonie and disadvantaged students. On the other hand, the 13
percent writeron is nut su luw that it would result in enlarging the eligibility pool s
greatly that it would threaten the adegquacy of funding of thuse that are truly
needy My position 1s that institutions should have 45 percent.

The base ot eligibiity should alsu be set as those students enrolled, rather than
thuse students eliible for student assistance. Under the propused regulations, a rich
nstitution enrolling 10000 students miay have 1,000 students eligible for Pell
Grants, ui whom 00 actually recerve grants, thus, this institution would be eligible
for Title 1 and tv cumpete with a smail develuping college of 1,000 students, 900 of
whoum are elynble fur FPell grants, s00 or mure of whum actually receive them We
repeat. the base should be the enrolled students. One would then compute the per
centape of those who are elyible fur, ur actually receive, student assistance (Pell
Grants tur the Strengthetang Institution s program and Pell Grants and uther
campus-based ~tudent aid for the Special Needs program).

May 1 also tahe this vppourtunity tu comment un some additiunal points in the pro-
pused Amendment which would eliminate the requirement that the average amount
ot the award should be high in comiparisun with the average amount of all grants
avwarded to students at womparable institutivns. 1 am particularly grateful to the
Departinent of Education fur artivulating and reinforung President Reagan's com
nutieent to the histurically black colleges, and for alerting congress tu the fact that,
withuut mudification, the current Title U1 legislution would make ineligible some 30
historically black wlleges and thereby run wunter to the spint of President Rea-
gan’s Executive Order No 12320
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The specitic temeds proposed, however which would presumiably u/minuo the el
gibthty ol these hustuncakly biack colleges would concurrently brmg intu the eligi

- bilits pool seseral hundred additional sstitutiona, many of which, 1 beliese, have no
history of servinmy substantial percentages ol Jow-income students Furthermore.
such a dramatie inerease 1n the sizé of the pool. with limited budget authorizations
and appropriations tur the program, would reduce the effectiveness of the program
tor ali One lesson vur nation has learned—a lesson. 1 believe, which is a corner .
stone ot President Reagan » phidosophy and policy — is that to attempt too much for
too niany will resuit in dusng too Little fur too few who are truly needy We propose.
awcordingly, that an alterngative approach be suught to retain the eligibility of the
nistoricably black colleges currently i the program, and at the same tume avoid the
drastic enlargement of the elgibality poul There ate several approaches One s tu
provide a wasver tor the historically black colleges Anuther is.to grandfather thepe
institutions in the program bused upun their inclusion in the 1% 79 period

1 agree with the coneept that self-sufficiency means viable and thriving Howeser, A
I ubject to the cnnutation that selfsuffiviency sheuld therefure be construed as
being inchimble for future Title 111 funding .

1 agree that the institutional aid programs should assist institutions in “solving
problenss that threaten their ability to survive and stabilizing their management
and fiscal operations | also’ agree that selisulficiency could be anterpreted as the
abihtty ¥t an mstitution to survive without Title 11 funds This does not mean, how
ever, that the mnstitdtion would be without need of Title HI or uther types of federal
assintanee or that it would nut be vnhanced or further strengthened by Tatle 1
tunds The Regulation should reqiae snly that institutions move toward self suffi
cleney

Finatly. I wowd hope that under the Spedial Needs Program, Black colleges and
universities would aut raesve less than 100 percent of funding received by them in
fiscal yéar 1479 —

Once again. thauh vou Tor the oppurtumity to appear before this sublommuttee,
and to express my wneerns pgarding the Title H regulations 1 will be h.\})p} tu
ANsW et any questions you may have ”

Mr Brakey. Dr. Oestreich.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. OESTREICH, PRESIDENT, TEXAS
LUTHERAN (COLLEGE

Dr. OesTrEILH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I.also appreciate the

oppurtunity to be here and present some views about title IIL. I
have submitted the pages of testimony, which you have received. 1

will not read them. . .
Mr. BLakey. Without objection, the full text of your testimeny
will appear in the record of this hearing as though read. \

Dr. OesTREICH. Let me do a brief summary. On page 1 of that tes-
timony 1t says, amwng other things, that 55 relatively unknown,
not well-known colleges, including my own, have benefited from
small grants under title III. ‘

Page 2 of that testimony suys that we believe that large percent-
age set-asides create sume inequities that should be addressed.

Page 3 of that testimony says, in part, we strongly support Sena-
tor Denton’s amendments as propused by the administration, which
are being considered to get at some of the problems.

Page -4 of that testimony says that we strongly prefer that the
1479-s0 data base be used. We think that that year reflects current
economic conditions more fairly and supports the integrity of the
middle-income assistance act which is already law. .

On puge 5 of the written testimony are highlighted a few things,
that we think that the words “substantial percentage” in the regu-
lations should be in the 25-percent range for reasons that have
been given here and reasvns which are cited. We think that this
will provide a healthy level of competition for the funds and main-
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tun most cuntent anstitutions with at least an opportunity to
.1ppl\

I have a few additivnal comments related to some of the things
that have been discussed here. I need to say that my neat comment
here 15 purely u personal opinion. not trying to speak on behalf of
all of CIC or NAICU or anybody else It just seems to me that if we
want mstitutions to move mote toward seltssufficiency that we
should give sume serivus consideration to niore small and medium-
stzed grants with perhaps 4 maximum grant going to an institu-
tion -again, [ am  expressing personal opinion  here—in  the
S20.000 range. And 1 say that from analyzing our own develop-
ment and atrungthemng as an institution and from looking at
oth rs, that's the way our particular church .sugporta our kinds of
colieges, Texas Lutheran, Dana College, Wartbugyg, institutions like
that recenve a level of support in that range based upon just their
enistence, based upun the number of students that they serve and
based upun the number of minority students. For example, Texas
Lutheran College receives approximately a 3100 bonus from the
Anmietican Lutheran Church for each mnority student enrolled and
that hind ot pressuare on us as administrators does move us toward
self-sulficiency and is some kind of help for us.

And, finally, in conclusion, I would like to say that "St. Mary's
University. Incarnate Word College, Our Lady of the Lake, Texas
Lutheran, and St Edwards, probably most of you in here never
heard of those institutions, are all located in the Austin’San An-
toruo area and by very rough estimates, 1 estimate that they will
enroll 10,000 Mexian Anwnmn/, students before 1990. I Taise the
question, Should thuse 10,000 Mexican American students be set
aside and their institutions barted from support under title III by
other set-asides? °

Thank you

| The prepared statement of Charles Oestreich follows.]

Prrvagrs STAaresest or D Cuagers HOOestrenn, Presioent. Teaas Lutuekan
Cotiror, Accostiasar e by Dr Tosas HEnGiusn, Execurive Divector, S#avt,
Cotibng CONSORTH M ON Beyarr o ™mE X:\TIUNAI, Asson IATIUN UF ]:\DEI‘E.\I)I‘,!\T
CotibGry AND UNIVERSITIES, THE CoUNCIL OF INDEPENDENT COLLEGES, THE Assinl
ATION OF CaATHOLC Cobtrurs anD UNIVERSITIES, AND THE NATIONAL AssuQ1ATION
or S(oots AND UolLteGes oF Ttk UNITED MeTuopisT CHtrent

Mr ¢ hworman and muebers of the sabcomnuttee, my namie 1> Charles Oestrewh,
and T oun Presdent o Tesas Lutheran College T am pleased to be able to appeat
betore yau this WOr D, 0 behall of the ~531 wolleaes and universities, 13 state asso-
ativns, aad 23 spedial purpuse asseaations which comprise the National Assoo
ation of lndepgndent Colleges and Universities WNAICUS T have ‘the privilege of
~ersinp on the Board of Directors of vne of those special purpost assuciations, the
Coanal ot Independ ut Colleges (dortuerly the Counal tor the Advancement of
Stall Collogs an organication which has o Jnembership of more than 250 small.
independent hberal arts mstitutions

As Piesident of Teaas Lutheran College, Talso speak to vou frum the perspective
ot ap snstitution which, tor six years, Has becrf & member ot the Small College Con-
~itiam, 4 projedt tunded by Title L tor the past two years, Texas Lutheran has
served as cootdmatig? institution tor the project

Betore aettang to the heart of my testimony. T simply wish to go on record as
~avin, hat i Small Colloge Consortiuim has demonstrated that even relatively
smiab aneaunts of Title HI funding. when etfectively utilized, Lan have o szmificant
impact on osttutions This project has served as many as 55 small, independent,
tour vear uberal arts colleges and has helped them .mprove vanvus aspects of their
aperations We hope Title HE will always provide vppurtunity for cunsertial arrange-
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tent~ ander whu b . obloge peesennel Gananteract with each other, share programs
speciticatty desigm ot 1 mect tho necds and benefit mutually from Title 1T funds
- NALCU wnstitutions have partiopated i and benetited trona the Title 1 program
G 1t creatufa an o For many of outanstdutins which do not have sizable
endeswments. the Titie 11 grant has become g Decessary suirce of resenue to help
develop better programs of anstruction and-to reach the point of academic and fi
pancial vsabshits It s for this reasun that we are so con.erndd about pending legis-
Lative arad regulatory changes t the elgability cateria In @dr formal comments on
the Notwe of Proposed Rulemah:ng and in the stutement w hich we filed for the
Senate Education Subcomuuttes hears held by Senator Denton un October 28, we
retterated our ommitmens to mantanung Ltle 1 elpability for the laggest possi
ble pool of institutions We bave taken that pusition oh the basts uf o very firm
belel that it progfam restribons are imposed to ~severely hnut the number of st

tutions elynble to compete tor Ditle U1 tunding. wistitations with leatimate needs”

1or ~uch tunding may be anadvertant’y denied aceess to the program

FOTENTIAL LEGISLATIVE CHANGES

» o that end, we have traditionally upposed speafiv percentage set asides in the
authonizing degistation for partivular types of ainstitutions i order.thut the himited
amount of, tunds appropriated by the Congress may retnain avaly e for compet
ton amemy all types ot institutions that may have aeed fur thuse turtees

Pror to the enactment of the Education Amendients of 1980, adl \s pes of institu
tons had aeess te the competition tor appropriated funds Now. speuific percentage
art fande~ are mandated log two-year distitutions. to be used only for those types of
wfitutions 1 the sctaside tunds are not awarded i any given year, they must be
held i pserse tor the same purpose until the next avard cycle a year later O..e
pospthnlity that anses 1~ that it only o few two-year institutivns gua ify for funding
under the <ot asude the result could be that very large awards would be made to a
thatt number of mAttutions o that the set-aside monies would not have to be held
vver Gempounding that probden s the tact that. in the Education Amendméntdoof
it L ongtess sought b assure hustorwally and traditionally Black institutionssthat
they weuld not sutfer o doss i real dollar terms as a result of expanding eligibality

\f While that goal may be faudable, » en u:mhmug with the perentage set asides for
ter vear colleges, it has resulted 1o just over 358 pullron of the $120 mallion appro-
priation re tiv beima avakable fur competition among oll vther institutions, many of
vt h mav ~how greater need tor tundiny than do sume of the institutivns covered
oy the percentage ~et-asde I this subcommattee contusplates legislative changges to
l!iv authorezipg ~tatute we urge vou tu look dusely at the inequities (reated by 11

(33

the legstated percentage set-asides, 20 the reduirement that set aside funds, af
ahigped. be hetd over untid the tollowiny year. and b the pussibility that excessnve
anard= coulil be made o a tewt institutions 1 order to avord having set aside funds
Hiltover

With re=flset to other possibie Jegislative changes to the authunizing statute, se

¥

* nve withheld comment on the four amendments offered by Senator Denton at thv’-\

Ottober 2 hearing untide we would study the Admuinistration s explanaticns and
andlyst~whielf were pp~ented at that hearing We have reviened Assistant Ecuca
ufn Secretary Melady™~ testimyny and determined ‘that the four amendments have
@hnt i that thes retone curfent nestrwtions drom the elgabding criteria, w ithout
cHoogine inoany swas the purpedes of the Tite T program The amendments, as we
utderstand thems, woabd rempd the higher thuan average award”™ portion of elugt
brits eriteria trom Parts A afidiB ot the title, would permat the caleulatidn of “full
tifne equivalents i the mardter currently in use at each anstitytion. and would
ajow for mndusion of graduate students i the aaloulation of and institution’s
l:%&h FIE i1 keepron with the mannér an which vrgually all colleges and univer
‘ aties do ther pudpeting wd asounting: We have communscated vur support to
senator Denton and arze vou to support the changes with the House conferees on

!H{v FY 192 Appropriations ball .

* FOTENTIAL REGULATORY CHANGES

-

In keeping with oz expre~ utent to mantan elgubility tg a3 4 pdul of
gtatims s possbie. we have been sery concerned waith proposed elisibility (pre
rife contamed o the July 20 Notice of Proposed Rulemaking « NPRM: )

We enpressed our concern to the Department about the chuice of “base vsar o
b u~ed an ool ulating: the institutional and student factors i the elpability forinu
A We urged the Secretary tu ~dledt academn sear 1970 58 as the bast year o re-
lect the most current tederal student mid furding picture as a result of the enact
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e end Boehne 1 Ty MUBE baote Stadent Aesetene Aot 197 W are
statfiod that 0w W Tlondan D e sdution te SSecrebaey bas now B IEBEIRUT B
teadettoy vl T F s i Th b e e . . -

Erar ~econd ot tne s0th e bty Lo o vontaned sn the SPRM dr alt with
the defintion of the T sabstantal precont forn deterosimung the stadent . har .
acteristn ot the vLbTLty tormulae We have resiewed the Admuusfeaton < dnals
stosupportiog U propesal of define substantial perientyie as at st 35 peront
Aatadents whe plens ad weder cotlaes spertied weed Based <tadent asstation
wngann Me have anslyad the prage -2 beth an bermas ot dxadbn 1 ott current itle
hl refipents that are adegomdent -t 00 0ms andsn tormg b ovisrgll s esw te the
Progdren by uli Bvfen 4 ansbituloons Dur staleme ! 1o Xenatur [enton sugretesd
that the Vrperceal Ligare w iald Lt cigabadity 1o an otimatid 730 Gofleges whie
Sduc g the penoentane G s dd bt eluatulity o oan estiraated 1011 anstita
tops In either s é‘!lﬂ.htif(\ o ocurrent partospants would not be sprmte gutis
restyuned Theselore ae woVd supprt selang the  substantol prroentage  inoute
wtoether 2% o 30 peraent b owme number n bet seer We support the Dopart
ment ~ analyaes that ety the figare b o lover reentage wouid create o Large
G peed ot potento] applo wts nd seting st at g bagher Levdd cennd PLne O dcoh
able restrotions un tor nurober of ehe bl ettt t.

Mr Charrm g theed are sur phogpal boshatime ond regalatony comaere with

the Tutie IH precram Hemever s you are aelt aaore trom voeur debibersfiots an
the Poll Girant Fam iy Contabution Sihe du'es, deboe i arplomentans of pPrograns
Semetimes b teate as fiach havis tor the atended propram etedicnare - oan L
S renanr rv W te b the changes o have proposed or supported ned
Peomade but awra b w to b not W8 sty s thad the Depurtment oo the
wshilutire et ot with the buesaees of implementing this imgernt proir e

Vet B e thank v b the apportumits fo teshity today [t Enpbind aod
wondd e ploaset onsporad tooans gusstions sou or other members o t SuYoay
Mfee mgy g -, ]

Mr Brawry Thank veu T will ash a tew questions of the panel
First. I think the earlier panel made o swsgstion and the adnnms
tration referred to it and there was o greut deal of discussion and
debate about what substantial means, 250 35, 43 percent What
would be sour reaction to, i effect, 1evesting to what uwed to be a
point system” In other words, schouk: with larger numbers of sty
dentx with hith average Pell grants get more ponts and thowe with
smaller numbers Zet less punts” T will ash the members of the
panel i vou vould comsient on that

Dr Poxper The first guestion T would rase 1 think has been
mused this morning Could we really get gll of that LLicking i time
for as to get this going” And that gets to be une of tho~e cures that
15 worse than the disease. even if it turns out to be pucd -

Now. apart trom that. I think that that could be a bachoft pos-
tiori 1 would not run trom that It would e sery good We are in
this pew and this worhed, 1t can work, and | think the problem
with swit hung trom one te another catses =someane else 1o deods
that it would be better if You did ~omething elve with 1t

Now Pthink it we switch trom this 85 percent 1o samethung clae,
that s what's yoinyg to happen And I think as my testinony, nus
written testimens Swill <as. we s really kicked this around an
awtul bt of times and comebow we have Gy arre at ~otpe of thesse
thiress that wark, and 1 think 175 percent wal dorh That'c my fesl-
{ny ' .

Mr Braney Dr Lyons g .

Dr Lyoss Well, we tee] rather strongh about the 15 prercent
Mr Charrman. and we think ot will work” We think there 1< oaowa
of iy into the program those inatitutions that wers 1zaly an-
tended by Uongress to bean the program We don't have am pro-
jected ~olution to that We are rot unalterabjy npp«y«*d to the prount
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system. It has wotked in the past. My only problem, my basic prob-
lem would be, how much time do we lose if we attempt to shift
" gears at this point*

There are many institutions right now that are waiting for some
means of determining whether they are going to be anle to apply
and my institution is one of those. My grant runs out this year
And how much time are we going to have to put a proposal togeth-
er and then have it read propetly by people who really and truly
understand and have a sensitivity to the type of institution they
are dealing with and the kinds of proposals and plans they are
dealing with.

So I would have that kind of concern and problem with it

Mz, BLAKEY. Dr. Oestreich.

Dr. OesTrREICH. I can't comment on the complexity of all those
regulations that would be affected. T am not that knowledgeable
and wouldn't mislead you on all of that. I concur in what they sail
_ I think it is important that we move in a timely fashfon Dr. Eng-
lund may be able to comment more on some of that. '

Dr. EnGLunD. I think one of the nice things about going back to
the sliding scale is that you don't get the absolute in-or-out-by-a-
slim-margin hind of thing that appears will happen with these new
regulations. For example, if it is a 35 percent kind of thing, is an
mnstitution that is at 34.8 percent really going to be out? I think
that is one of the problems with the sharp cutoffs in the current
regulations. ,

On the other side of that coin is the sliding scales permit the
BEOG scores or the Pell grant criteria and the E. & G. criteria to
kind of offset each other and it does in fact, I think, give some equi-
table judgment about certain kinds of institutions.

So you mught be a little bit out on one of those scales. The other
one can help you. And you get institutional need versus character-
istics of the student body offsetting each other.

One problem we have seen is that with those scales they seern to
work against small institutions, particularly on the E & G vari-
able, because of some of the fixed costs at any institution But
there, maybe the E. & G. waiver would help solve that problem 1
personally don't think we have a problem with that and I think |
could say that on behalf of the people we are representing.

Mr. BLakey. If I could ask you one other question. There has also
been testimony this morning about plagning and planning require-
ments. All three of you have addressed the question of self-suffi-
ciency. It seems to me in the context of the regulation that there is
aneobvious relation in there in that they are asking you to demon-
strate on the one hand how you are going to be seﬁ-sufﬁcient by x
period of time by virtue of that long-range plan, and then the Sec-
retary 15 going tu make a determination as to whether or not that
plan is "“acceptable,” in one form or the other. .

One, would you comment, if you can, on the relationship*between
the two, and I guess even more importantly—Dr. Lyons addressed
it forthrightly—maybe the other two could as well, as to whether
or not you think as long as the service continues, as long as you
are continuing to serve the kind of students that are used to identi-
fy the mstitutions, should the institutions stay in the program or
should they in fact “graduate?”
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Dr. Ponper. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 1 don’t be-
lieve any institution of higher education would object to planning 1
don't. believe that. I think the problem here is planning for your
graduation fiom a program gets to be something that is a little dif-
ficult. I know by nature, by definition, we are developing institu-
tions. That's why we are in the program to begin with. Now_you
want to ask me to look dow.n the road and say, 9, 10, 7 years I be-
lieve is the maximum here, I would have reached the point where I
will not need any more support from the Government in this pro-
gram, .

I think that's really not addressing the problem from that stand-
point because schools do not graduate from need, they graduate
from one ievel of need to a higher level of need. Whatever institu-
tion you can think of, today’s budget is more than 10 years ago,
and it is because they are constantly doing new things. Twenty
years ago we didn't know what the computer area was and now it
}s one of the most expensive areas we have, yet we have to train
or it.

So you cannot graduate from it. My colleague Dr. Lyons men-
twned the land-grant program. No one is talking about graduating
schools out of the land-grant program. There is a need there. We
have youngsters that are coming to us that need help and that’s
what these programs are designed to do.

So I think planning is great. We will do it. And all of us would
agree with that. But planning to graduate from a program, I think
someone started talking about that in a context that they really
did not understand what was going on and that has crept into the
discussions and I hope it never gets into the legislation.

Mr. BLakey. Dr. Lyons, do you want to add anything to your ear-
lier statement? .

Dr. Lvons. Yes, I'd like to comment on planning. I think plan-
ning is a good thing. But I see planning in the context that we are
dealing with as a management tool, rather than planning to sepa-
rate from the program. One of the things that I will address in my
extended remarks, which I will present later, is the whole area of
planning and what we have done in this area, and how effective it
has been for us at that institution to make decisions and to manage
that institution better. So I see planring as a management tool

One of the problems I have with what appears to be one of the
requiremnents in the proposed regs is that if you go for the long-
range grant of 7 years that you will have to do a T-year plan. The
groblem I would have with that, as an institution that is part of a

tate system that has us or. a 3-year planning cycle, from 1980 to
1953, plans that I have just completed, it would require us now to
go back and do an additional couple of years, probably redo the
whole planning cycle. I would have a problem with that.

I don't see planning in this context as one where you are plan-
ning to terminate yourself from this program.

Mr. Brakey. Thank you. Dr. Oestreich.

Dr. OesTREICH. I agree with much of what the gentlemen have
said here. I think so far as the planning documents and the paper-
work that are being called in, it is way too much. I wish someone
would put a limit on the number of pages that they are allowed to
submit and make it be a small one.
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I taught chemustry for 10 ycars and the students were required
to answer the questions vn the paper provided and I didn’t need
glasses at that time and didn’t want to have to buy any to read it.
And 1 think the same kind of guidance would be good and helpful
to all of us that have personnel woiking on this.

I don't think that institutions will graduate either. I think that
they will move from one plateau to another and those institutions
that make a real commitment to serve economically disadvantaged
people will probably continue to be under real economic con-
stramnts. I think 1 have a license to say some of that. I think Texas
Lutheran College and the 50-some Lutheran colleges in the Nation
are serving a greater percentage of economically dicadvantaged
students than the rest of them. We have made that commitment.
We have kept our tuition low. And so we will continue to have ‘eco-
nomic difficulties and appreciate assistance from any source in pro-
viding quality education for them. ’

Ms. VANCE. 1 have a few comments that I would like to make
and questions I would like to raise, oased primarily on Dr Pcnder’s
testimony. Dr. Ponder, on page 3 of your testimony, you talk—
under poigt No. l—about the designation of eligibility. For the
record, 1 Wwould just like to comment that the colloquy on the
Senate floor certainly was something that did take place, and yet
was not a reflection of House sentiment on the percentage factor.
During the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, which
began at the very early part of the 96th Congress, the House Sub-
commmttee on Postsecondary Education conducted over 35 days of
hearings.

The first couple of days that were conducted were devoted 1o title
I1I. And it was during those hearings that we began to review dif-
ferent proposals regarding the rvauthorization of title III My point
I mentioning this is that, from the very first part of the 96th Con-
gress, through to the end, we were trying very desperately to get
good, solid statistical data from the Department of Education, then
the Office of Education, as to how these different proposals would
affect different institutions.

And I think it is important to note for the record that the statis-
tical data that we sought over that period of 2 years, arrived in
somewhat a preliminary form during the evening of one of the last
nights the conferces met to fesolve the differences between the
House and Senate bill on the whole Higher Education Act. My
pomnt 1s, it is very difficult to determine congressional intent as to
the definition of substantial perceatage when after 2 years’ time
we were unable to get any good quality data.

At the staff level, both House and Senate staffs were aware of a
great discrepancy in statistical data which made arriving at a sta-
fistical percentage difficult. It was certainly the informed judgment
of House and Senate staffers that any specified percentage was
merely a best guess effort.

So it is not surprising to me that, given perhaps the inadequate
data that was provided to us at the close of the 1980 conference, it
s a httle difficult now for the present administration to handle im-
plementing this program.

My point in saying this is that the record can show that there
was no data available and if we tightened the eligibility require-
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ment too much 1t was largely the fact that we were not good guess-
ers. .

The other iszue I would like to bring up, on page 6 of your testi-
mony, you talk about the need that the regulations target 25 to 35
percent of the funds for longer development grants. With regard to
part A of the program, section 347(d) of the act requires the Secre-
tary to set aside 25 percent of the part A funds for the long-term
development grants. So your recommendation, in fact, has been
taken care of by statute. The purpose for doing that, as I remem-
ber, was an attempt to sweeten the pot of the long-term develop-
ment grants. If institutional grantees were not ready to take the
risk or the gamble of jumping into a 1- to T-year grant, one-time
grant, resulting in an applicability pool that was not sufticiently
[arge to warrant all the funds, the funds would be able to be main-
tained 1n the program for later use, instead of returning those
funds to the Treasury.

So I think in part we've addressed some of your concerns and 1
would appreciate a comment from you if I have incorrectly read
your statement, but these were the concerns I had after I read it.

Dr. Ponper. You read my statement correctly. But I will say you
really highlighted why this bill keeps coming up for so much dis-
cussion. We all have different interpretations of what the intent of
Congress was at the time. For example, I specifically believe that
the intent of Congress when this bill came up in 1965 was for it to
be for black institutions. You can get no one to make that state-
ment now. Now you are talking about another discussion that we
had where you are saying the 45 percent is not necessarily it. I
don't know whether it was or not. I'm just one of those little coun-
try boys that believes what he reads in the Congressional Record
and it is there. I pick it out as a direct quote, that it is tnere. Now,
what the intent was, I have to leave that to you because you were
present. But for all of us who are reading it, we say that Congress
defined what substantial percentage was. That is the way I would
interpret that statement.

You would say that this Government could not provide the kind
of data that was necessary to make this kind -of a decision I have
confidence in my Government also and I believe it can give you
any information that you need to make any decision that you need.

Ms. Vance. We had that hope, too.

Dr. Ponpcr. But they didn’t, and again, I am just a country boy
That's all I know. That this Government can do that if it wishes.

Now, you tell me that it dido’t. Now, I have to take what you say
and say that I am willing to accept the 45 percent as a substantial
percentage. My interpretation would be that anything less than
that is not substantial. When you start dropping too far below 50
percent on anything, it cannot be substantial.

In the American system of saying things, anything substantial
usually is more than 50 percent, and I can conceive that 45 per-
cent, we can go there, but when you start dropping below that, you
have to say, there is no way you can define that a substantial dis-
tance from here to the Capitol Building, from here to the Capitol
Building, is outside that door. That's not a substantial distance. So
we must be a percentage somewhere close.

Ry
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Ms. Vanck Thark you. One other quesfion I would have on the
planning issue. fur any of the panelists, and that is, Would there be_
any objection to the planning requirement for a long-term grant if
there was the ability to revise the plan so that you weren’t tied to
whate)ver requirements you might have suggested for a i- to T-year

nt’

Would that alleviate your concern sufficiently?

_ Dr. Lyons. If I understand your question correctly, 1 think the

planning requirement would need to bear some relatiunship to
some other requirements that we have in our own State situations,
especially if we are part of State systems. As I say, we have a 5
year planning cycle in .ur system and we are required to do a 5
year plan. We have done one. .

Now, if there was some way that we could coordinate the plan-
ning requirement for the long-term grant with the requirements of
the systems that we may. be a part of, I think it would be meaning-
ful to the institutions. And then, again, I'm not altogether sure
right now of what all would be included in the planning require-
ment. Are we really talking about an in-depth long-range plan such
as we are required to do in the State system or are you falking
about a much smaller effort on our part, to cover whatever time
period we are talking about? I think that needs to be defined

Ms. Vance. Dr. Englund. ’

Dr. EncLunp. I think one of the problems is that the proposed

" regulations do invite planning by formula. There is a grocery list of
items there in the regulation that must be in your long-range plan
And it essentially requires, not’just invites, an institution to take
the documents that it has, and make them fit. We talked about
ghostwriters this morning and that is another opportunity for out-
side penple to get on the title III bandwagon and to profit from it
by helping institutions meet that requirement.

Maybe inotead of requiring the institution to submit their entire
long-range plan for the next 5 or 7 years, what ought to be re
quired is some kind of demonstration, how the activity that is re-
quested is linked to the long-range plan. ’

There may be a subtle difference but an important one. If I am
asking for a faculty development program, or a management infor-
mation Systerh, or a package of student services, somehow or other
in the application, we demonstrate that those are priorities for our
institution_in relation to some existing long-range plan.

I hope that is not a distinction without a difference.

Ms. Vance. Thank you. .

Mr. Brakey. If I get the drift of both of your latter two responses,
in your case, Dr. Lyons, the plan has already been submitted to the
Carolina system?

Dr. Lyons. Right.

Mr. BLAKEY. If we were simply, through these regulations, asking
you to submit that plan in connection with your request and, as
Dr. Englund is indicating, relate the two, the grant application and
your plan, that would be preferable to requiring you to go back to
square 1 and draft a whole new plan for purposes of submission for
this application. That would basically incorporate both of your sug-
gestions and overcome at least part of the paperwork problem that
Dr. Oestreich referred to.
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Dr. Lyons. Yes. I think that would be satisfactory.

Mr. BLAKEY. Let me again say very quietly, thank you for being
with us today. We appreciate your takingthe time. All of you have
come from a considerable distance to be with us. We appreciate
your comments and providing the subcommittee with this testimo-
ny.
We will go now to our last two witnesses, Dr. William Stewart,
president of Kirkwoud Community College and chairman of the
board of the action consortium, and Dr. Zuniga of the East Los An-
geles Community College and on behalf of the Hispanic Higher
Education Coalition.

If you would boti: come up at this time?

I would like to say, arid I think I can say this on behalf of the
chairman, that Dr. Stewart has been in the forefront of the effort
to bring some sense to our consideration of the proposed title III
regulations as well as the Department’s consideration of these reg-
ulations. We certainly appreciate your having gone out of your way
to be helpful to us in the context of these discussions.

Your statement will be included in the record in its entirety.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM F. STEWART, PRESIDENT, KIRKWOOD
COMMUNITY COLLEGE. AND CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD,
ACCTION CONSORTIUM

Dr. StEwaRrT. Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee. . .

I am here today as a community college president to’express m

specific concerns with the proposed regulations for the title III pro-
gram, as they appeared in the Federa] Register on July 20, 1981.
As chairman of the board of directors®f trne ACCTion Consortium,
I also speak for the 200 2-year colleges that the consortium has
helped during the last 6 years. In. is good to note that many of those
institutions have giraduated from title III. People talk about no one
ever graduating. That is not true. We have helped many colleges
through our cunsortium who have completed projects and are out
on their own.
At this point I am going to depart from my prepared testimony
that we will make part of the record here to say some things about
cooperative arrangements that have not been covered today that I
think are very, very critical to be heard. '

Our major concern is that cooperative arrangements are being
completely, discouraged in the proposed regulations, when the legis-
lation states they should be encouraged and in some cases given
priority.

First, the point should be made that title III does not have, nor
will it ever have, enough money to fund individual grants tQ.aH of
the 2-year colleges that need title III assistance. Cooperative ar-
rangements are one way to help many of these colleges.

Second, there does not appear to be any emperical evidence over
the last 15 years of title III to suppoyt the idea that an individual
college grant will create more or better results than assistance
through a cooperative arrangement.

The ACCTion Consortium has been very successful as document-
ed 1n our third-party evaluations. All these evaluations are on file
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in the title 1 office. 1atle 111 staff have also said that ACCTion is
vne of thew most suceessful projects, ACCTion was one of the top
60 projects selected by title 111 to work on submissions to the Joint
Dissemination Review Panel and the National Defusion Network.

These success sturies are all available if anyone would like to see
coptes. ACCTion is unly une example of cuuperative arrangements
funded by title III. The Council of Inter Institutional Leadership
can document many more case studies which show that title 111
funds were used tu start covperative arrangements that have grad-
uated from the program. This council works with approximately
140 cuoperative arrangements across the United States, not all
under title ITI by any means. 1 recommend that Lewis Patterson,
eaecutive director of CIL, be allowed to submit written comments
to the record that will document these facts.

Naturally we all question why title 11 is, discouraging coopera-
tive arrangeménts. "And among our questions, is it the intent of
Congress to discourage cooperative arrangements?

Sutne of the prupused regulations that discourage cooperative
agreements, as we see them at this time under part A, in the
strengthened program, the 4- to T-year projects, they call long-term
culleges, only have une chance at long-term projects so they will go
for an individual grant over a cooperative arrangement. It is im-
phut there that they will do that rather than seeking any kind of
a couperative arrangement, although that might be by fay the most
cost- effective approach to go with the money that is available.

Title 111 plans to be 80 to 90 percent of the $60 million for Part A
into {- to T-year projects. The legislation only calls for 25 percent.

If the funds allocated to 4- to 7-year projects are not spent, the
balance will be carried over to the next year, for 1- to i-year proj-
ects, and the balance will not go to the 1- to 3-year projects under
which most consortium'arrangements would be funded.

Under the 1- to 3-year projects, if only 10 to 20 percent of part X
funds are available for short-term, very few cooperative arrange-
ments will be funded if any at all, plus some of this money will go
for planning grants.

Under part B, the special needs program, the 1- to J-year proj-
ects, title III has defined these grants as long-term. Colleges eligi-
ble for Part B have nou short-term options so they can only receive
long-term grants. They will all go for an individual college grant
vver couperative arrangements. No one is going to choose a cooper-
ative arrangement over an individual grant, the way we see it. .

Legislation refers to part B as a short-term Federal assistance
p}ll’og‘ram su In title III to call it long-term, we don't understand
that. .

We have in addition prepared a point system that follows the
intent of Cungress, in our ovpinion. We believe the systern needs to
be reviewed by the subcommittee to determine if it does meet the
congressivnal intent concerning weight factors. We would recom-
mend that the subcommittee ask title 111 staff why the system that
we have prepared, und I will submit in the testimony today, could
nudt be followed to help that one particular part of the discussion.
today.

Also, we think our system would not require any legislative
amendments. This is a regulation problem in our opinion.

Lu3
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We have a few things -and I am not going rehash the testimo-
ny—there are sume problenis that we think need to be addressed.
Regarding the question of the eligibility criteria for part A and B,
each part A and B, has three specific criteria as mandated by the
legisjation. I am not here to question the legislative mandate;
rather, I am here to question the Department of Education’s inter-
pretation of that mandate.

I would hope that this subcommittee will require the title III
staff to respond, both verbally and in writing, to every one of these
concerns. Each point is critical to the future of this program as it
relates to 2-year colleges. ’ :

I will wind down. We have a listing of some key areas which you
need to look at and you need-to get the answers to. I would submit
the rest of this as written testimony to be considereé by the sub-
committee.

Mr. BLakey. It will appear in the record in full.

[Material submitted by William Stewart follows:]

-
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Prepaned STaresent or Winniam F Stewart, Presinent, Kirkwoun CoMMUNITY
CoLLEGE, CEDAR Rarips, lowa

Thank you, Mr, Chairman, cnd members of the Subcommittee, .

-
»

| an here today os a community college President, to express my
specific concerns with the proposed regulations for the Title 111
progrom, as they appeared in the Federal Register on July 20, 1981.
As Chalrman of the Board of Directors of the ACCT?on Consortium, 1
also speak for the 200 two-year colleges that the Consortium has
helped durlng.the last six’years.

x

-

Let me start by saying that my staffs at Kirkwood and ACCTion flave
researched every document available conce?ﬁtng the legislative )
history of the Title 111 Progrom. They have read and .reread many
times the hearing tronscripts, committee reports, Congressional
records, and conference committee reports, to try to understand
the Congressional Intent of Title 111. We have compgred this history
very closely to the proposed regulatlons and have found many
inconsistenctes,, These lnconsistencies were brought to the gttention
of the Title 111 Offlce and the Congress in my letter dated September
I1st, 1981, 1 ask that this letter and attacnments be made a part of
the record of this hearing. This material expresses our concern
obouf the following: :

* The ellglbllfty criteria problem,

.

* The problem with referring to Paort B as long-term,
¢ 'ln§:ltutlonol long-range planning reauirements,

* The unfairness in‘using 1978-79 as the base year.
* The seeming prejudice against consortia.

"¢ The over-emphasis on self-sufficiency,

.
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I would hope that this éubcgnmlttee will require the Title Il
staff to respond, both verbally and In writing, to every one of
these concerns. Each point Is critical to the future of this
program as it relates to two-year colleges.

Today, I wish to address Just one of these concerns--the question
of the eligibility criteria for.Part A and B,

Each part--A and B--has three specific criteria as mondated by the

tegislation. 1 am not here to question the legislative mandate;

rather, | om here to question the Department of Education’s interpre-
* tation of that mandate. Y

)

Trying to understand what the Department fs proposing has been very
frustrating, The data presented in the Federal legister have been
insufficient to allow any college in America to clegrly determine
{f it is eltgible. The Department fias had almost two yeors’ to
“develop these regulations, yet the Information supplied Is skeletal
at best. Kirkwood and ACCTion have.contlnuoi;;éFeunsted specific

LS
- figures from the witle 111 Office concernlgg rage Pell grants and

E

average € and G expenditures per FTE for two-year colleges, The
response is always the same--they are not ready to release that
information at this time.

[

3
It should come as no surprise to anyone that without this Information

it s Impossible to determine with accuracy the total impact these
proposed regulations wfll have on two-year colleges, However, we
'have been able to sample one group of over 100 presently eligible
two-year colleges from forty states. The 35% factor on Pell
enrollments under Part A, Title ill, will prohibit 95% of those

.
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colleges from competing. Remember, all of these colleges have been

ellgible for Title 111 {n the past. In addition, the proposed

regulations will eliminate every two-year college in Iowa, and ~
probably fn numerous other states.

The "substantlal percentage” factor has raised n%ny questions.
Hlstorlcally, twa-year publlic colleges usually nave a loser percentage
of students on financial oid. That percentage is even lower if no.
dormitories exist--not.because Institutions aren’t as neggy, but
because student costs are substantially lower. "Substontlol" for
four-year colleges 1z not “substantigl” fer two-year colleges. A
+ "gybstantial percentage* far two-year putlic colleges may not be @ .
*  “sybstontial percentage” for two-year private colleges, ond @
“substantial percentage” for high tuitlon, room uﬁd board, Institutions
certainly 1s not a “substantial percentage” for low tultion, come}er
. colleges. -

Even more questlongble, ls, the position taken by the Title Il stoff
thot o specific percentage must be established and thut every college ;
must exceed this perceatage, or they.wlll not qualify. For example,
- If 35% 1s established as the minimum requirement for simply being
¥ el:gible to submit on application, eve(g Institution with 34.9% or
loner, would not Qualify under any circumstances. All other triterlg .
would be ignored.

o~

#

The Department has tgken the same pasition on the other factors: (2)
available Pell grant awards. and (3) average E & G expenditures per
rTE. (Legléﬂutlon does allow @ wolver for not bqlng below the average
* £ and G expenditures per FTE,) Nowhere In the legistation does .
Congress lead anyone to belleve that the Intent was to requirk colleges
+ to exceed a specific flgure for each factor,

|
1
1
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Tne leglslatlion on ellgiblllty reads as follows: .
Ve
© Factor | - “...hos ar enroliment which Includes o substuntlol -
AR ' percentoge of students recelving awords...”

Foctér'2 - “,..the averoge cmount of whlch 15 high in .
comparlison,..”

v, Factor 3 - “...the averoge F: and 6 expendltiires which are N
3 . low in compdrison,..”

This leglslative language, Cemblned with the leglslative mandate
that the substoncic) percentage factor ond average Pell grant award
should be glven twlce the welght as the overugetiE and G per FTE under
Part A» and glven the same welght uncer P.:rt B, leods us to belleve
thot Cengress envisloned @ scoled polnt system to determlne
eliglbillty--a polnt system very similar to what hos been used In’
W the.past. ) ' ) .

. . -

. These concerns hove been presented to the Title I staff, both
verbaily and tn writing, The baslc respons:e s always the some.

The stoff has sald thot Congress dlu not reallze the Impact of whot |
they were doing when they Inclided the welght factors; and even If

4 .

they did know, 1t can’t b€ done anyway.

PRNY

we disagree. It con be done aad with very llttle effort. To show .
~  how the system could m;ck, we have droftgg an oltern_otlve opprotch

to ellglpll 1ty for Part A ond B. The number of points needad to be »

ellglble would depend on the natlgnal averages cn g glven groub.

For exomple, assume Under Part A that. the natlonel avgrages for
two-year publlic commuplty, colleges without dorms, were as fcllowst

Y
.
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Factor 1 20% Receives 20 points
Factor 2 $ 610.00 Receives 50 points
Factor 3 $2,000,00 Recefves 50 points

Total 120 points.

fo be obove nationdl averades (n comparison to other similar colleges,
tn our example, a college must have at least 120 points, It does not
matter tf a collede recelves 20 gplnts on Factor 1, and 50 points
each on Factors 2 and 3, The collede would have 120 total points

and wouid, therefore, be eligtble. Keep in mind that the college
would only become eligible o compete, that is, to submit an applica-
tion. This is simply an example of one opproach, The points would
be adjusted up or down, depending on the fnstitutional group In
question, ’

In oddition, we « not believe two-year public colleges with dorms
should be compared to two-year public colleges without dorms, when
Gveraging Pell awards. Students g%;gﬁdlng two-year community colleges
without dorms, cannot exceed the $1,000 Pell allowonce for room and
board. Students attending two-year colledes with dorms, con include
the tota] cost charced by the collede for room cnd board. This
tuition, room ond board Pell gront {s always greater thon the $1,000
limit for community collegdes. .The result Is. to create a situation
where the overwhelming majority of community colleges are disqualified
.before they stort--?egordléss»of their developing status.

The 'attached documents discuss in greater detail each ellgibility
factor for Port A ond B, We also offer a complete rewrite of the
ellglblf!ty regulations for each part. We believe our proposals

follow the Constitutional Intent of the Title 111 legislation more

Q . -L ()5} ' *
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closely. In some cases we have not been able to complete charts
because we did not have access to the natlonal averages that the
Title 111 Office will be proposing., We would be most happy to
complete these charts as soon as these flgures are released.

In closing, I want to offer Kirkwood's and ACCTlon’s assistance to

the Subcommittee staff and T1tl€ 111 staff In the continual development
of these regulations. The Title IIl program has done much to help
wo-vear colleges during the past two years. We are all looking
forward to contlnued assistance In the coming years. We are pleased
that Congress has chosen not only Eo ecrmark money for two-year
colleges, but to open up the entire prograom to our lnstltutlons as
well. The Job at hand 1s to help the Department develop regulatlons

to achieve your goal. ;
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Part A = Sticngtheming Institutions Progranm
Suggested Rewrate for Sgcz;bzé:}”bqsignz}iOQ of Eligibility

(a) The Secretary designaies an institution of higher education
or a branch campus as eligible to be considered for a ygrant under
the Strengthening Program if--~

(1) It satisfies the basic institutional elicibility
requirements in 34 CFR 624.2;

(2) (i) It has an enrollment which includes a substantial
percentage of students receiving Pell Grants in the
base year. The Secretary assigns points to the -

- institution on a Scale of 0-100 points on the basis
of the number of Pell Grant recipients divided by the
aurber of students eligible to apply for pPell Grants
and who were enrolled on at least a half time basis.
The poants awarded are based on the institutions
percent ' le ranking when compared to all other similar
instatutions.

(12) The average Pell Grant received by its students in the
base yecar was high in comparision with the average
Pell Grant received by students at comparable insti-
tutions in that year. The Secretary assigns points to
the institution on a scale of 0-100 points. The points
awarded are based on the inStitutions percentile
ranking when ¢ompared to all other similar institutions.

(3) 1t bas an average cducational and gencral (E&G) ex-~
penditure per full-time equivalent (FTE) undergraduate
student in the base year that was low when compared
to the average -at institutions that offer similar
wnstruction. The Secretary assigns 0-100 points to
the institution reflecting the institution’s position
on the percentile scale when compared to the same
averages Of all other institutions that offer similar
instruction.

(b) In determinang anstatutional eligibility, the Secretary gives
the factors descrabed in paragraphs {a) (2) (1) and (ii) of this
section twize the weight of the factor described in paragraph

(a) (3) of this section. The following chart illustrates how, the
secretary assigns points for the above factory:

Percentile B N
Rank (a)(Z{(i) (a) (2) (ii) (a) (3)
99.5 100 100 0
99 98 98 1
98 96 96 2
2 4 4 98
1 2 -2 99
0 . 0 0 100

(c) In order to be designated an eligibile institution an
spplicant must score a combined total of points (all three factors)
according to the anstitutions classification as listed below:

- 2-year public without dorms points

2-year public with dorms points
2-year private points
4-ycar public points
4-ycar private points

To assist institutions in determining eligibility the Sccretary
included the followipg three tabjJes: :
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Part A - strengthening Institutions . '

Points_for Substantial Pcrcentage of Pell Recipicnts

i " Based on 79-80 Data

roints Percentages Points Percentages
0 0 50 50
1 ' 1 51 51
2 2 52 52
3 3 53 53
4 4 54 54
5 5 55 55
6 6 56 56
7 7 57 57
8 8 ” 58 -~ 58
9 9 59 59
10 10 60 60 ®
11 11 61 61
. 12 12 62 62
13. 13 63 - 63
14 14 64 64 "
) 15 15 65 65
. 16 16 66 66
17 17 67 - 67
18 - 18 68 68 ‘
19 19 - 69 69 )
. 20 20 7e 70
21 21 71 71
22 . 22 72 72
23 23 73 73 .
24 24 74 74
25 25 . 75 75
) 26 o 26 76 76
27 27 77 : 77
28 28 78 78
29 29 79 79
30 30 80 80
31 31 81 . 81
32 32 82 ’ 82
33 33 . 83 83
34 34 84 84
35 35 85 85
36 36 86 86
37 37 87 87
38 38 88 88
—— 39 39 89 89
-~ 40 40 .90 90 . ¢
41 41 91 91
42 42 92 92
43 ’ 43 93 93
44 i 44 - 94 - 94
45 45 95 95
46 46 96 96
47 47 97 97
48 - 48 98 98
49 49 - 99 99
100 100

’ ’ -
Note: The substantial percentage figure for each classification, )
of institution will have to be determined.
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‘Part A ~ Strengthening Institutions

Points for Average Pell Grant Awards

” Based on 79~80 Data

Points 2-year public colleges 2-year private colleywes
fonts car public coll¢g9es 2-ycar px e <

Without dorms|[With dorms
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The national averages for each classification of institution
w11l have to be determined. The national averages should be

given 50 points.

Note:
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“1t A - Streagthening Institutions

yuiposes only.

2-¥aar Colleras

Telats fer 5°C_Tarentite. s rer 735 Stilant

LVear Colleyes

This chart 15 not based on 19-80 data---it is used for

2:¥ear Colleres

illustrative

LiYear Colleria
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Part B = Special Needs Program .
Suggested Rewrite for Sec. 626.2 Designation of Eligibility

{a) The Secrctary des:ignates an institution of higher education or a
branch campus as eligible to be considered for a grant under the
Special Needs Program if-~--

e (1) It satisfics the basic institutional eligibility requirements
in 34 CFR 624.2:

{2) (i) It has an enrollment which includes a.substantial percen-
- tage of students recelving Pell Grants, Supplemental
- Educational Opportunity Grants (SEOG), National Direct

Stident Loans (NDSL) and “College Work Study (CWS) in the
base yeak. -The Secretary assigns Points to the institution
on a scale of 0~50_points on the basis of the total number
of need-based assistance _recipients divided by the number
of students eligible to apply-for these programs.
The points awarded arc based on the-institutions
percenti}e ranking when compared to all other sin- -
ilar institutions. P

{i1) The average amount of assistance received by its students
in the base yecar under the nced-based assistance programs h —
(Pell Grants, SEOGs, NDSLs and CWS) is high in comparison
with the average amount of all necd~based assistance
provided to students at similar insiltutions. The Secretary
assigns points to the institution on a scale of 0-50 points.
The points awarded are based on the institutions percentile
ranking when compared to all other similar institutions.

- Y It has an average cducational and general (E&G) expenditure

per full-time equivilent (FTE) undergraduate student in the
« base year that was low when compared to the average at

ipstitutions that orfer similar instruction. The Secretary
aasigns 0-100 points to the institution reflecting the
institution's position on the percentile scale when compared
to the same averages of all other institutions that offer
similar instruction. , >

(b) In determining institutional eligibility, the Secretary gives the
factors described in paragraphs (a) (2) (i) and (a) (2) (ii) of this
section the same weight as the factor described in paragraph (a) (3)
of this section. The following chart illustrates how the Secretary

_ assigns points. for the above factors: -

5 Percentile (a)(2) (i) . (a)(2) (i) (a) (3) -
Rank
LY

99.5 50 B 50 0

99 50 .50 1

98 49 49 2

2 1 1 . 98

1 0 0 . 99

0 ] 0 100

{c) In order to be designated an cligiblg institution an applicant
must score a combined total of points (all three factors) according
to the institutions classification as listed below:

) . 2-year public without dorms points
- 2-year public with dorms points ®
' 2-year private points .
“~ 4-ycar public points
4-year private points

To assist institutions in determining eligibility the Secretary
iAcluded the following three tables:

N
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Part B - Special Needs Program
Mt

>

Points for Substantial Percentage of Title IV Recipients

Note:

ERIC
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Perqentages
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The substant:al percentage figure for each classification

=
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Bised on 79-80 Data

Points

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33 -
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
- 44
45
46
47
48
49
50

of institution will have to be determined,

Percentages

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
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Points for Average Title IV Grant Awards

|
|
Part B = Special Needs Prégram
Based on 72-80 Data

Poants 2-year public colleqges 2-ycar private colleges

Without dorms With dorms

~a
PR LY W~

-

Fy

(- 2 I I |

N

N e da be
SUENE LI LTy
*
-

N

NOTE: The national averages for each classification of institution
will have to be determined. The national averages should be
given 25 points. '
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6301 Kikwood Bivd S.W.
? 0 Box 2068

. RI2AWOOO Cedar Rapnus 12 5306

{319) 398 5411

. Septesber 1, 1981 \

The Honorable Carl D, Perkins

The Umited States House of Representatives o
2328 Rayburn House Gffice Bui1lding

Washington 0.€. 20515

Cear Congressman Perkins:

I am writing 1n régard to the proposed rules and requlations for the Insti-
tutional A1d Program, Title 111 of the Educational Amendments of 1980.

18 ha$ been our experience that rost proposed educational rules becore final
With tew changes. Therefore, 1t 1s important for the geperal pablic to be

able to understand the exact effect that the proposed raies will have. This

15 not possible 1n the case of the proposed Tatie III rules. In order to
cooment ntelligently, nost colleges in the United States must have more
Infor~ation than was issued in the Federal Register on July 20, 1981 {beginning
on page 374J0}. ,
We fea)] that the proposed rules are unclear, incomplete and 1n some €ases,
mysrepresentalive of the intent of Longress. Cither these proposed rules
were 15sued too soon, or the Title fIT office 1s withholding information SO
that ng one will corment on thewm, .

It shoald also be noted that the Federal Register announcerent di1d not mention
any puditc hearings. Previously, revisions of this magnitude have always 1n-
cluded at least Washington 0.C. hearings.

Ordtnarily we would not contact you directly on this mattér, but we have
Yearned that the Title 1l office plans to prepare all eligibility forms and
sppircation snformation based On uhe proposed rules. If these regilations
Forain 36 written, most colleges that are funded in the néxt proposcd cycle
wril most hikely te funded for a 3 to 7 year pervod. If this s the intent
o¢ {ongress, 1t 15 wrperative that these regulations receive a full, pubhic
royiew prior to therr -plerentation,

Encloted please find varicus coerrents on specific sections of the proposed
reyulations.  Uniess they are changed to more accurately reflect Congressional
wntent, thess rejulations will nave a prohibitive inpact on present “developing

] nstrtutions ',
- 2
¥
A
o e
M*Qh;
O ,‘-vul1y‘|I!!;2Ei nny ;;
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-

The Title 111 Program has been a yodsend for many postsecondary institutions
in thi1s country. This 15 not the time to 50 drastically altgr 1ts direction.

We look forward.to your assistance in this effort and sincerely appreciate -
your, consistant Support of quality education 1n the Umted States.

. -
= -

. Kindest personal regards , %

Or. B8ill F. Stewart
President =,

¢C ~ Mr. Dale Parnell, Executive, Director . >
Arerican Association of Community and Junior Colleges

-Mr. B11]1 Meardy, Executive Director
Association of Community Collegé Trustees .

ERIC T R
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Comment No. l.

- . - .

- »
Our jynterpretation of the Con3ressional intent tO create two v
separate programs 1s that they should serve two different needs.
The House Bill tPart A) established two categories of "strengthening
institutions grants"; a 1-3 year (renewable) and a 4-7 year
(non-renewable). §The Senate Bill (Part B) established a short-term,
1-5 year program, to assist institutions with special needs.

However, the proposed Part B regulations state that grants
authorized for 1-5 Years shall be called "long-term development
grants". The defipition of long-term development grants (the
same as Part A) says they-are non-renewable.

The result would be to pruhibit -anstaitutions from participating in |
part A 1f they ever receive a Part B grant other than for planning
purposes. They would be prohibited from ever receiving another

Part B grant as well, and would, in effect, be removed from the
program. This was not the intent of Congress {(see attaﬁhment'h)-
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A Attachment A
* P ~— -

Proposed Rules and Regilations <
>

M

- *

Educ. Amendments of '80(PL96-374)

part B - Duration of grant - Sec.323

. -

.
-

§626 10 Types of granti undes the special

' The Secretary may make a grant to any 4 )
* institution with special needs under needs pragram, ,
this part for a period of not more scgn«:rv!h«?grm:nll;a:ed.nuge:m’xn;:
than five years. A grant to enhance iy, subject to the provision o .
S p s . CHR 82435, awarde—
planning capabilities »f an institution {e) Planning grants for s petiod ol one
~ .shall not exceed oneyear. year. and . -
. (b)(1) Long-term development gtants ’
N for a pertod of oae 1o five years. o¢ \
h {2) Long-term dev elopment grants for
4 petiod of one to fout years. in the case
ol an institution thet has praviously .

recaived a planning grantunder th

. . . §6306 DxtnNons thol spply othe
. ‘ ot enel Ald Programs. "
- N 2 “Short.terra grant” means a namrow- .
Part B ~ Program Purpose ~ Sec. 321 purpore. renewable developrment grant
1 deaigned 1o help an Institution or group
- of fnstitutions move loward self- 3
. sufliciency.
(a) The purposc of this'part is to “Lorg term gtont” means & broad-
provide for a program of short-term o e erably e lopmant !
Federal assistance to strengthen the or'ﬁoupo“mhlu\loaluuhhn self.
N planning, management, and fiscal sufficiency by the end of the grant N
capabilities of institutions with P'_ﬂ;d- o "
enewable grant” means a shoete
special needs. term grant for which an Institution may
T08pEiY.
'
~ .
. . §62020 Umitation on appicatie
An institution that has recened a
fong teem developaient gesat fay pot
apply fot annther gtant under this past
either Indnidually or as pact of &
. coopet.live areangement
) . . ) .
" ' )
L] -
. A
»
. . ‘ .
. ,
. .
1 . ‘ )

# o

(4 N

o 0829
B " 91-625 0=82—— . .
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Attachment B

-~

Suggested Rewrite for Sec. 626.10 Types ¢of grants under the
. special needs program.

Under the Special Needs Program the Secretary, subject to
the provision of 34 CFR 624.35, awards---
- e

o (a).Planning grants for a period of one year; and

(b) (1) Short-term development grants for a period of one
to five years; or R

- (2) Short-term development grants for a period of one
: . to four years, in the case of an institution that
N has previously received a planning grant under
this program.

k4
¢

Suggested Rewrite for Sec. 626.20 Limitation on applications

- An institution that has received a short-term development
. grant may reapply for another grant under this part, either
individually or as part of a cooperative arrangement.

. ¥
¢ ’




Comment No. 2.

§62410 Types of grants.

The Secsetary awards two principal«
types of grants under the Inatitutional
Aid Progriune:

(a) Planning grants, as described fn
fou .

(b) Davelopment
in§ 8t ﬂ'op enbgranis, a8 descnbed

The legislation under Part A and Part B states "the Secretary may
. ~._ award grants...in order to assist such an institution to plan,
develop, or implement activities...” Why aren't there three types
of grants: planning grants, development grants and implementation
grants?

It sounds like the Department of Education is saying that there is
no money for mplementation, only money for planning and development.
Does the Department of Education consider implementation to be part
of development? If so, the regulations should state it that way.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: + *
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Comment No. 3.

A

$824 23 Appications fer grants under
Coopcralive srfangements.
() To apply foc @ geant under the
. Strengthening Progeam or the Special
Needs Program, the participuting
institutinns in a cooperative
actangement shatl submit 4 singles
' TP "n ton that Includes—
(1) The informution required in 34 CFR
- 624 21: snd

(2} The names of tha institutions
patticipating In the cooperative
sreangement.

(b)(1} Development gront. The
applicstion for a development grant
under a cooperative arrangement shall—

- (i) Explain the relationship of the
. activities for which funding is requested-

to—

{A) The long range plan of each
participating institution: and

(B) Tha activities each participating
fnstitution carried out or is carrying out
under a short-term developirent grant. If
any. awarded previously under the

Strengthening Program:
(i3] i:xplain the rationale for each
patticipating Institution’s decislon 1o

request funds to carry oat activities to
achieve seil-sufficiancy as partof &
cooperativa arrangement rather than
iodividually: and

(i) [déntify the activities included in
any other application the cooperativa
arrang t or any participating
Institatlon is submitting for furiding in
the sa;e fiscal year under the
Institutional Aid Programs.

(2} An application may ool Include
any activity that duplicates. in whole or
part, an achvity that was funded -
pieviously under the Institutions! Ald
Programs. .

(c) Plonning grant. The application for
a planning grant under s cooperativa
arrangement shall explain tha rationule
for each participating institution’s
decision to request funds to develop, as
uppropriste, its application or its leng-
range plan ¢ pars of a coopenaliva
arrangament rather than individually.

(b) (2) We agree with the restriction in B (2), but feel it should
also apply to all Title III grants, not just to cooperative arrange-

ment grants.
.0

.




Comment No. 4.

§62434  Grants under coopetative
arrangements.

(8} In considering applications from
institutions that propose to carry out
projects under & cooperative
arrangement, the Secretary gives
peiority to those applications thal the
Sccrelary determines arew—

(1) Geographically sound; and

(2) Fconomlcslly sound.

{b) The Sccretsry determines tHat &
cooperative srrangement jg

(Y Geographically sound based on the
prosimity of the participating
instutions: snd

(# Fconomicslly sound if participating*
InstRutions demonetrate that—

(1) There s no duplication of effort
among participating institutions; and

() Each activity proposed in the
application will bs carried out more
efficiently and effectively st lesa cost
thun would be possible if each
patticipatiag institution were awgrded &
grant individually.

[c) The Secretery considers each
participating institution In & cooperstive

t to be a sep srantee for

purposes of this part. B

Questions: a

Section 624.34 (a) states "the Secretary gives priority® and the
legislation states "the Secretary shall give priority.” what
exactly does thais mean? Will the Secretary give prioraty to cooper-~
ative arrangemencs over all other applications? If so, will more
points be given during evaluations? This needs to be clarified.

Section 624.34 (c)} considers an institution participating in a
cooperative arrangement to be a separate grantee. By doing this,
the Department of Education is discouraging all institutions from
participating in such arrangements. The way the regulations have .
been proposed, institutions will not be able to receive their own
grant, if they participate in a cooperative arrangement. Why was
the Corigressional intent not followed? The legislation says "The
Secretary may make grants to encourage cooperative arrangements...”
There 1S nothang in the proposed regulations to encourage anyone

to participate in cooperative arrangements. Everything in the
regulations discourages participation. -

.




§828 2 Designation ol elgkty.
Comment No. S. (8) The Sernthuy dengaates an
- tnstitunon of highs e crdutation o o

branch campus as ehigible to be
consudered for a grantunder the
« Steengtheninig Program =
2111 1t satisfies the basic institution)
eligibality requirements in 31 CFR 821 2

{23} At e wst 35 percent of its
undergrnduate students who were
encolled 33 ot Least hall tume students
and were eligible to apply for Puil
Cuents in the base year sccened Pell
Grants jn that year und

{u) The Secretuty detcroines that the
wetage IV Geant reecived by fte
students in the base year was greuter
than the average Pell Grant retaived by

,tud: nis at comparable institulions in
thut ycur: und

(3) The Sccrctary determines thay the
svetage educational und general {FAG) .

srpenditure pes ull tigie equivalent -
WTE) undergraduate student in the base
year wus less thun the aversg EAG
expenditure per FTE undergmduste
student at inctitutions thet offer similer
Instruction.

(b) I deteemining institutional
clypbihity. the Sccrctary gives the
faetors descnibed in pusagrophs (a2} (1)
and (1) of this section double the weight
the Secretary gives the factor described
tn paragraph (aX9) of this section.

Comment A

was it the intent of Congress that an inst;tution must have (1) more
than a specific percentage of Pell grant ehrollment, and (2) be above
the national average on Peli grants and (3) be below the national

' average of E&G per:FTE to qualify for Part A?

The legislation refers to "“substantial percentage", but does not say .
it must be a fixed percent. We Ssuggest the development of a points

scale so that the higher its percentage, the more points an institu-

tion will receive. One possible approach is attached. (Attachment C.)

The law states that the average Pell grant must be "higher when

compared with" such grants in similar inscitutions. We suggest the
development of a points scale so that the higher the percentage, the
more points an institution will receive. (Again, see Attachment C.)

Comment B

One extremely important point 1S that two-year publir comrunity colleges
cannot be compared as a total group, becauSe students at co]le%es with
orms have a much higher Pell grant award than students at colleges

with no_dorms.

Comment C

We have been tcld by Title IXX staff informally, that the office plans
to ignore the double weight factors because it says it is impossible-
to come up with the scales. We disagree--they can be developed. This
section of the legislation should not be ignored.

wic AR
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Attachment C

Suggested Rewrite for Sec. 625.2 Desggnat@on of eligibility

.

{a} The Secretary designates an institution of higher education
or a branch campus as eligible to be considered for a, grant
under the Strengthening Program if---

(1) It satisfies the basic institutional eligibility
requirements in 34 CFR 624.2;

*

(2) (i) It has an enrollment which includes
a substantial percentage of students receiving
Pell Grantg in the base year. The Secretary
assigns points to the institution on a scale of
0-100 points on the basis of the number of Pell
Grant recipents per FTE unlergraduate student.
The points awarded are bas:d on the institutions
percentile ranking when coxmpared to all other

. similar institutions.

» 7.(1i)The average Pell Grant received by its students
in the base year was high in comparison with the.
average Pell Grant received by students at
comparable institutions in that year. The Secretary
assigns points to the institution on a scale &f
0-100 points. The points awarded are based on the
institutions percentile ranking when compared to
all other similar instutions.

(3) It has an average educational and general (E&G)
expenditure per full-time equivalent(FTE) undergraduate
student in the base year that was low when compared to
the average at in8titutions that offer similar instruction.
The Secretary assigns 0-100 points to the institution
reflecting the instutition's position on the percentile
scale when compared to the same averages of all other
institutions that offer similar instruction.

{b) In determining institutional eligibility, the Secretary

gives the factors described in paragraphs (a) (2) (i) and (ii)

of this section double the weight of the factor described in
paragraph (a) (3) of this section. The following chart illustrates
how the Secretary assigns points for the above factors:

Percentile (a) (3) @21 (a)(2) (1)

Rank . .

99.5 0 100 100

99 1 98 98

98 2 96 33

2 98 , 4 4

1 99 2 2

0 100 0 ¢

{c) A total of 150 points--the combined tctal of all thres g

means the inustitution meets the eligibility requirementw fex
strengthening program.

BRI A rext Provided by ERIC -
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Comment No. 6.
§62500  Gonersl ruva.
(2) Using the precedurvd in 4 CFR
#2430, the Scuretury evaluates
applications fope
(1) Planning grants on the Lusis of the < -
writerin fn 34 CFR 824 31; und
{2) Duvelupment grunts on *he basis of
the cilteeip in 34 CFR §2¢.32 #nd 624 33,
{b) In the case of spplications for
4 developmunt grants. the S y gives
special consideration e applicunts thet
peopusk 10 curry out the activities N
described in 34 CFR 824.13(b). > §92 18 Abeweble scthiVes.
{a) The Secrelary awards grants under
% the Institutional Aid Progrems to aselet
eligible Institutions to plan, devalop, or
Imp) t sctivities (hat the $ y
. determines are hikaly to enable the
. fnstitution to become self-sufficient,
* [b) The following types of
development activities are sllowsble:
{1) Development of faculty. *
(2) Management of funde and
. sdminietrative mansgement,
{3) Davelopment and imprevemeni of
scademic programe.
(4} Acyulsition of cquipment for use In
. . strengthening managemant of funds nnd
. e In strengthening academic pregrums.
{5) Joint use of facilities guch as '
Klruries and laberetories.
{6) Studont services.
¥
Quegtions:

V " i i i tion"
Sec.625.30 (b) says "the Secretary gives speg;al considerat
and the legistation says “Special consideration shall be glyen.'

special consideration mean? Does it mean more points
?gitaggggcagiong addressing any of the 6:activ1t1es listed in
Sec. 624.13? 1If so, this should be mentioned in the sections
dealing with evaluation criteria for proposals. If not, what
special consideration will be'given and how will it be
adninistered? ’

’ -
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Comment No. 7.

§625 31 Funding ayaiadinty.

() U sufficient high quality
appheahions are received. the Secretary
mahes available, for any fiscal year. the
following: *

(1) For awands to funior & commumily
eyl pes. not ess than 24 percent of the
funds approperated under 1hls program

{2) Fur awards for long-term
develupment geants. not luss than 25
perunt of the funds appropristed under
thys paogtam.

{h) Fach yeat the Secertaty announces
thivagh « ponce in the Federal
Register =

{1} The umount of fuinds that will be
used 10 fund long-teem developinent
grants onder this progrum; und

{2) The maximuin smount of funds
thut the Sacretary may uward to &

. grantie that ysar for each type of grant
avpilable under this program.
(20U 5 C 1008c) -

9

Questaons:

§626 31 Funding avadadity,

() Il sufficient high-quality
applicalions are received, the Sexretary
makes available, for any fiscal yeor, the
following

{1} For awurds to juniot or communny
colleges with special needs. not less”
than 30 percent of (he funds
apptopniated under this program

{2} For anards 1o institutiuns with
special needs that have histoncally
served substantial numbers of bluck
students. not less than 50 pescent of the
anmount received by those institutions
under the Strengthening Developing
Institutions Progrum (SDIP} for fisca)
year 1079. This amount {s approximately
$27.000.000 dollars. .

(b} The Secrctary considers
institutions that have historically scrved
batantia) of black students to

be those identified by the Nationa!
Center lor Education Statistics in its
publication entitled “Truditionally Black
Institutiuns: A Profilc and an
tnstitutionat Directory.

{c} Each year the Secretary unnounces
through # notice in the Federal Reglster
the maximum amount of funds that the”
Secrctary muy awatd 1o u grantec that®
year for cach type of grant ay ulable
under this progeam.

(20U C. 1008}

‘

The Regulations 'say "If sufficient high-quality applications are
received". The legislation says "the Secretary shall make available".
The Department of Education does not have the powe. to change "shall"

to "if*.

The Department of Education should tell everyone at the outset, what
the maximum level of funding will be for each type of grant. T}.”‘s.
information shpuld have been made known before proposed regulations

<
were published. s
5
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The legislation for Part A

comment No. 8.

§6262 Deslgnstion 3 shghunty,

{a] The Secrotary desigrates an
insitution ol highet educatim vra
branch campus e ehgible to Le
consulesud fuf « graot under the Speusal
Neesds Progeuns if .

)i} [t satisfics the basic fnstitubional
eligihility requirements in 34 CER 624 2,

nd

&

{n) In the case of @ branch campus, It
1 kacated n @ community different from
that 1n which its parent institution is
located,

(2}01) At Teast 35 percent ol its
undergraduate studenls who were
entolfed as at Jeast half time students
and weta eligible to epply lor Pell
Crants fa the base year received Pell
Grants in thst yYear:

[11) At least 35 percent of its
undergraduate students who were
enrolled as at least hall-time students
and ware eligible to apply lfor student
hinencial assistance under one g mote
of lht'Clmpul‘ _B_gud program

(Supp PP y
Crants Program, National Direct Student
Loun Program, and College Work Study
Program) I the base year receivgd =
atnistence under the Campus Based
prugtams 1n thet year; an:

« Comment

and Part B both say "substantial percentage
How can Part A be 35% and Part B 70%2

126 . AN

{11) The Secretary determunies that

(A} The aversge Pell Croust reccived
by 1ts students {n the base yeur was
gteasit thon the average Pell Grant &
received by students ad Companabte 8
anstitutions in that yeatz und

(1) The aycrage amount of assestance -
recoverd by its studeats in the base year
under the Canipus Based proprams was
greater than the average amount of
assistance reccived by students under
those peugtanis at conparable
Institutions in that year:

{3} The Sccretary determines that the J
avetage cducational and geacral (Fyf3)
expenditure per full-time equivalent ,
{FFE)undergraduate tudent in the base
year was less than the average EAG
expenditure per FTE undergraduate =
student at [nstitutions that offer simitar
{ngteuction; and

{4) 11 has an enroliment of at Teast 100
FTE students during the gcademic year
in which it applies for designation.

(b) In dctermining the eligibihty of an
institution, the Secretary gives the -~
factors described in paragraph ()(2) of
this section the same weight the
Secula"givﬂ the factor described in
patagrap (n)(g) of this scction

of students receiving...”

If there has to be a specific percentage. it should’be the same for
both Parts. After all, it was the intent of congress to have Part B
be available for more institutions than Part A.

Title III staff should have published the total elqubx!xty requirement s,
as they will be sent to colleges, So that each institution will be

able to determine Specific impact. The Department should not wait

until after the comment period is over to inform everyone.

All questions listed under Sec. 625.2 (Comment t5) also apply to this
gection.

’\
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Comment No. 9.

§426 1t ARewable activities.

(a} Planning grants may be used only
to develop u long cange planas

descnibed tn 34 CER 624 22 .
- {b} Development grants may be used .

only to carry out the actinties listed in

3 CFR 024 13(b} ’

.
- . .
. . R
Comment M

Planning ,grants can be used for developing a long-range plan and/or
developing an application under Part A, "Strengthening Institutions
Programs". Such grants can only be used for developing a long-range
plan under Part B, "Special Needs Programs”. The legislation for
Part B does not say it cannot be used for development and application.

-
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Comment No. 10. N
f
‘/ » A L] .
” $026.40 Costshatlng.
The Secretury pay s the entite cost of
ny grant for Ihe firstPa o y cars of
assistunce under this program. After
that the Secretury pays— . /
{«) Nincty prrcent ol this cost in the
third yver:
- - (b) Fsghty pricent of the cosinthe
fourth year o
{c) Sevenly pereent of the costin the -
. lihh ycar. .
. (30USC 100) -
£l - -
. >

Comment

Can the institutional matching requirement for year 3, 4 and 5 be
inkaind contributions? If so, this section should so state.

s $ »
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Comment No. 11, : R

§62730 Evakuation of Applcations.
{#) Ustet the priwa dores on 34 CFR ~
L2420, e Sevre ety evaluates
wpplie tons on e basis of the cotaria
N CHR 2432 and 62403
{b) In anurding geants undor (his purt,
the Scanttary gives prfunioce to

(4 apphications ftom inshitubions thet sre
* receiving. of hane toctive d, grants under N
. the Stiengthuning Progrem or Speclal
. - N'!dl Program ~
(0USC 1083) .
Comment

what does the phrase, "the Secretary gives prefererice to applications”
‘mean? .

- .
If 1t means that the Secretary will award more points, will "bonus”
points be given? If so, the number of points should be included in
the evaluation criteria section of the Regulations.
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Comment No. 12.

&

Comments_and_Concerns about_the Self-sufficiency Emphasis

The legislation refers to self-sufficiency in Part A and Part D »
{see @ttachment D). *

part A implies that through the stxengchénan program institutions
should:

~increase thegr self-sufficiency and '
- ~-strengthen their capacity to make a substantial contribution.

Part D implies that 'institufions' proposals should:

~provide for 1institutional self-sufficiency and
-provide for institutional growth.

We quost\on the extraor8inary emphasis on self-sufficiency in the .
proposed Regulations (see Attachmert E).

Questtons:

— .
e
why 18 “selt-sutficiency" emphasized so much more than "strengthening
their capacity" and "providing for institutional growth"? « .

poes Conjress agree with the definition of "self-sufficient”

- (Section 624.6)2 How many 1institutions in the United States will
really not survive without funding under this prqgram? How will the
Secretary know a self-sufficient, institution when he/she sees one?
Wwill the term "sclf-sufficient" become as vague as the term”developing
institution™ has over the last 15 years?

The leg:islation says "to Nicrease thexr sclg-suffxcicncy". The
Regulations often mentiun o become or to achieve self-sufficiency”.
why do the Regulations demand total self-sufficiency when the
leg:islation refers to “increased"? - v

Is self-sufficiency supposed to relate to Fart B-=-Special Neceds
Program and to Part C--Chellenge Grant Program? There iS§ no mention
of sclf-sufficiency in these parts of the legislation.

ERIC L 135
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Attachment D

) ?

Legislation Referencing $.1f-sufficiency

3
Part A°- Strengthening Institutions -
H
+ Sec. 311 (a) The Secretary shall carry out a program, 1in
accordance with this part, to improve the academic duality, ,
institutional management, and fiscal stability bf eligibile

.

1nstitutions, in order to increase their self-sufficiency N
and strengthen their capacity to make a substantial contribut:ion
to the higher education 're~ources of the nat:ion. . -
. ,
< T o~
¥
> L]
[ - .
. -
- “ - 4 -
& »
> o - .
* * < e ¥
- -
- £ ) »
-~ "‘
. - ' LI 4 "
« ~
9 Iy hd
Part D » General Provisions - [

"Sec. 341 (b) An xnstxtutxon, n 1:5 applitation for a grant, shall
» (1) set forth, or describe how,it will develop, a !
comprehensive development plan to strenathen the |
institution's academic qualjty and institutional
managemént, and,othcrwisc provide for amstitutional
self-sufficiency and growth.,.;

. . - -
R -

.
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Attachment E .

»

Requlations Referencing Self-Sufficiency

. 624.1 (a) to become self-sufficient - ¢
624.6 Definitions <
Self-sufficient
Lorg-term .Grant !
. Short-term Grant
624.12 Development Grant
to .mové toward or achieve self-sufficiency
. {
624.13 - Allowable activities -
' . to become self-sufficient
<
624.22 Long-Range Plan -
strategy for achieving self-sufficiency
624.23 Applications, for grants under cooperative arrahgements
N . to achieve self-sufficiency
624.30 General evaluation of applications
* “.to achieve self-sufficiency
) 624.32 Long-range pian to achieve self-sufficiency
(a) long range plan provides for self-sufficiency
- . : . (a) (1) moving toward self-sufficiency .
. i ~(a) (2) becoming self-sufficient
(b) (1) inhibit it from becoming self-sufficient
624.33 Contribute to the achievement of self-sufficiency
£
624.35 prevent the institution from achieving or sustaining
self-sufficiency
“624.41 to become self-sufficient *
625.1 to brcome self—sufflqient -
. 626.1 to become self-sufficient L
627.1° _to become self-sufficient

ERIC
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Comment: No. 13. .

. !

Commen.s and Concerns About the Long-Range Planning Emphasis

.‘&ﬂ?
¥ost of the legislation refers to thé fact that 1institutions need
help.in long-range plannming. It also refers to the £ -t that institu-
tions mdy use funds to plan, to strengthen planning capabilaities, to
enhance planning capabilities or to assist institutions in the pre-

paration of plans (see Attachment F). . e
P I’ the legislation, the only mandate for planning is in Sec. 341,
. which -references “a comprehensive plan”. {
- poes the comprehensive plan relate to plans for the implementation of

the activitxea proposed 1n the application? Does the comprehensive
plan mean that every institution myst have a detailed, long-range
. plan? '

The way the proposed regulations are written, every institution without

a long-range plan will have to
All other institutions will be
years. After the institutions
there will be very few dollars
because those monies will have
N appropriates additional funds.

apply for a one-year planning grant. A
funded for 3 years, 5 years, or 4-7

£:118h their one-year planning grants,

avarlable for development grants

been committed--unless Congress

Was this the intent of Congress?

«
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Attachment F
[ .

Ltegislation Referencing Planning °

Sec. 301 (a) The Congress finds that
(2) the problems relate to

...the management and fiscal operations of certain

institutions
...an inablility to engage 1in
....long~range planning
....recruitement activities, and

. ....development activities

Sec. 311 {b) award grants...in order to assist such ins;itutions

to plan, develop, or implement activities

Sec. 313 (c) Notwithstanding subsection (a), the Secretary may

award a grant to an eligible institution under

this part for a period of one year for the purpose
of assisting such institution in the preparation

of plans and applications under this part.

Sec. 321 (a) The parpose of this part is to provide for a
program of short-term Federal assistance to
strengthen the

...planning capabilities
...management capabilities, and
...fiscal capabilities

Sec. 321 {(b) may make drants...to plan, develop, or implement
activities consistent with the purpose of this part.

Sec. 322 (10) xnadééuate development offices and a }limited
capacity for long-range planning. 4

Sec. 323 A grant to enhance the planning capabilities of an
institution shall not eXceed one year.

Sec. 341 (b) An institution, 1in Lts application for a grant, shall--

(1) set forth, or describe how it w11l develop, a

- comprehensive development plan tc strengthen the
institution's academic quality and institutional
management, and otherwise provide for institutional
self-sufficirency and growth(including measurable
objectives for the institution and the Secretary to
use in monitoring the effectiveness of activities

under this title):

: 13§
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Mr. Brakey. Mr. Zuniga.

STATEMENT OF ROBERTO ZUNIGA, COORDINATOR, SPECIAL
SERVICES TO DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS AND BILINGUAL
EDUCATION, EAST LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE, AND
ON BEHALF OF THE HISPANIC HIGHER EDUCATION COALITION

Mr. ZuNiGa. My name is Roberto Zuniga. I am former director of
the institutional development program, and presently serve as co-
ordinator of special services to disadvantaged students and for bi-
lingual education at East Los Angeles Community College. I am
here on behalf of the Hispanic Higher Education Coalition which is
an organization of 13 Hispanic organizations, specifically address-
ing the needs of Hispanics in higher education.

We address such issues as access, retention, opportunities for pro-
fessional development, and institutional representation.

Specifically with regard to title III, there are some things which I
think that the subcommittee and those making decisions need to be
aware-of with regard to the needs of Hispanics.

In the 1970's, a number of Hispanic students entered higher edu-
cation. For example, in our institution we have an increa_e from
approximately 33 percent to about 67 percent of the institution
which is now Hispanic. The influx has made the institution face
some problems which they were not prepared to deal with and
we're apparently not dealing with them because in the overall pic-
ture we are not moving Hispanics from the 2-year institutions that
most of them are attending to the 4-year institutions, into graduate
and professional programs. )

At the present time, there is no extensive network of historically
Hispanic colleges comparable to the black colleges. Therefore we
need to focus on those institutions where the students are enrolled
and to take the opportunity we have in the title III program to
help those institutions move into the mainstream of higher educa-
tion in order to improve the whole picture of education for His-
panics. ’

There is an apparent problem with the title III &)rogram in that
the title III staff has no Hispanic employees. A closer examination
of this concern revealed that there has not been an Hispanic full-
time staff member on their staff since 1977. Considering the impor-
tance of this program, it seems important to have such personnel
and the program is not setting a good example in operating the

.program for addressing the needs of Hispanics and for developing
the sensitivity and knowledge to their needs.

Let me go on to some of our recommendations. The Hispanic
Higher Education Coalition supports the intent and spirit of the
title IIT law as reauthorized in 1980 by Congress. However we have
serious reservations over the regulations as submitted by the De-
partment of Education. In particular we believe that the regula-
tions proposed regarding the determination of institutional eligibil-
ity are unduly restrictive and would eliminate many institutions
serving Hispanic and other low-income students from consideration
for the institutional aid programs support.

Our college is one of the institutions that has graduated, yet we
still need some help. in meeting the needs of Hispanic students in

o | 140
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our institution, specifically in some of the ways in which we have
been using title 41l funds.

Institutional faculty redevelopment is one of those areas and
there are other things. However, we are no longer eligible because
of the requirement as established when the average Pell grant cri-
terion came in, basically because our institution, as many commu-
nity colleges, does not charge tuition. Therefore, because of that,
our students tend not to get large grants. Also there is another
phenomenon which is in our institution. Our students prefer to
work because of the cost of living. It is not met by the Pell grant
program. It is therefore to their advantage to work instead of apply
for grants.

We are in a situation where we have a large percentage of low-
income students which is not reflected by the Pell grant formula.
We have examined Senator Denton's proposed technical amend-
ments on this issue and we agree that they will improve the target-
ing of title III. We are supportive of Senator Denton’s first two
amendments which would delete the requirement for a high aver-
age. student financial aid award as a criteria for institutional aid
programs eligibility. .

Although only four of the 1979 Hispanic title III program col-
. leges have graduate programs, we would also support Senator Den-
ton's fourth amendment which deals with the computation of E
and G expenses so that Puerto Rican colleges’ ability to secure title
III funding”would be enhanced. i

I do not want to read any more of what is in my prepared state-
ment. We would like to submit it to the record.

However I would like to say with regard to my experience with
the title III program, that it is important to have a planning re-
quirement, but it must be a requirement which reflects the real
needs of the institutions. I would concur with the gentleman who
proposed that it be tied to an institutional plan which is already in
existence rather than going on to another one.

Mr. BLakey. Thank you very much. Without objection, the full
text of your testimony will appear in the record of this hearing.

[The prepared statement of Roberto Zuniga follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT PRESENTED BY RoBERTO ZUNIuA. COORDINATUR, SPECIAL SERV-
ICES TO DISADVANTAGED StunENTS AND Brunuuat Epucation, East Los éucax.ss
CoLLEGE, yoR THE HispanIC HIGHER EpucaTioN COALITION

Mr. Chairman, distinguished Members of the Subcommittee, my name is
" Roberto Zuniga. I am Coordinator of Special Services to Disadvantaged
Students and Bilingual Education at East Los Angeles College and I have
had the benefit of five years experience with Title III programs at my
mstitution. I am most pleased to appaar before you today to speak on
behalf of the Hispanic Higher Education Coalition.
!

The Hispanic Higher Education Coalition represents 13 national Hispanic
organizations interested in improving educational conditions for their con-
stituencies. As its core purpose the Coalition seeks to increase the par-
ticipation of Hispanics in postsecondary education. The Coalition has exten-
sive experience in higher education issues and its members have been very
active in seeking to achieve equity and excellence in higher education, spe-
_cificglly in improving educational opportunities for Hispanic students. These
issued are:

Access L

Equal educational access has not been achieved in 4-year and graduate
school institutions. Although Hispanic enrollments in 2-year institu-
tions show some promise for the future, transition from conmmity
<olleges to 4-year institutions rerains a major obstacle.

Retention
Graduation rates for Hispanics from high school, 2-year and 4-year
institutions, and graduate schools continue to be low. The problems

of retention and transitzon for Hispanics through the education system
need to be addressed. !

Professional Development

Public and private opportunities geared to increase the professional
development and placement of Hispanics into career-related fields are
limited. This is reflected in the extremely low participation rates of
Hispanic students in graduate and professional schools.

Institutional Represantation

The lack of sufficient Hispanic representation in local, state, and
federal education agencies, educational in: titutions, and federal and
state advisory panels 1s an unavoidable coisequence of 1nadequate pro-
fessional development. This hinders effective articulation of our prob-
1ems and frustrates the development of st*ategies to meet our present
and emerging educational needs. Without equitable representation,
educational policies and programs will continue to have limited umpact
on Hispanic commmities. . .

El{fC‘ 142

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

138

.

With yeference to the Title III program which is being considered at
this hearing, it is important to not: that:

- In the 1970's, the number of Hispanics going to college increased
in higher education, but the participation rates have remained at
the same level and Hispanics are still severely underrepresented
in undergraduate, graduate, and professional schools.

- In 1978 nearly half of all Hispanics in college were attending two
year colleges. Forty-two percent (42%) of full time Hispanic stu-
dents were enrolled in 2 year colleges compared with 23 percent of
whites.

- Hispanics enrolled in postsecondary education are concentrated in
a relativeiy small number of colleges and tniversities. Twenty one
institutions enroll 24% of all Hispamic students on the U.S. main-
land. When the 34 institutions in Puerto Rico are added, these 55
schools account for 43% of all U.S. Hispanic students.

There 1s no extensive network of historically Hispanic Colleges compa-
rable to those of other populations; therefore, our students are enrolled
1n majority institutions. It requires additional federal efforts to target
resources upon schools where Hispanics will benefit in order to achieve
the goal to move those colleges into the mainstream of Higher Education.

It 1s bmmediately apparent that the Title III staff has no Hispanic em-
ployees. A closer examination of this concern revealed that there has

not been an Hispanic full-time staff member on their staff since’ 1977.

Central to the purpose of this program is serving minority constituents
in institutions serving such personnel. Yet, the staffing pattemns of

this program are dot setting a good example for optimizing tae purpose

of the program. particularly for adaressing the needs of Hispanics.

- The partxcxpati:on of Hispanic readers in the Title III program selec-
tion cycle must be improved as well. An inquiry into this aspect of 2
the program revealed the following information:

Year Percent of Hispanic Readers Murbers of Hispanics/ Total
1980 8% 11 - 137
1979 7% 11 - 150
1978 16% Not Available
o«
’
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Hispanic participation in Title III since 1372 has been on a limited
basis as reflected on Table 1. In 1980, funds awarded to Hispanic Title III
prograns amounted to § 6.9 million. As a result of even limited Title III
funding, schools serving Hispanic students have been able to improve their
academic programs. This support has helped many of these institutions
strengthen their programs and further develops their institutional capabil-
ities to reach and serve our students.'

The Hispanic Higher Education Coalition supports the intent and spirit
of the Title III law as reauthorized in 1980 by Congress. However we have
serwous reservations over the regulations as submitted by the Department of
Education. Ia particular we believe that the regulations proposed regarding
the detemination of institutional eligibility are unduly restrictive and
would eliminate many institutions serving Hispanic and other low-1income
students from consideration for Instatutional Aid Programs support.

We have examined Senator Denton's proposed technical amendments on
this issue and agree that they w1ll improve the targeting of Title III,
We are supportive of Senator Denton's first two amendnents which would Jelete
the requarement for a high average student financial aid award as a criteria
for Institutional Aid Programs eligibility.

We are particularly concerned about the effect of Pell Grants upon
Title III, Part A institutional eligibility. A recent financial aid study
by HHEC chair Michael Olivas showed conclusively that Hispamic financial
.aid recipients are overwhelmuingly reliant upon Pell grants and other federal
aid: over 95% of Hispanic freshmen students received grants. However,
Hispanic students frequently attend low cost commmity colleges, and so these
institutions do not always qualify for Title III funds. This is particularly .
problematic in Califormnia, where approximately one-third of all U.S. Hispanic
undergraduates are enrolled. '

In recognition of Hispanic students' concentration in commumnity colleges,
Congress changed-the two year college limitation from a ceiling to a floor
of 74%. However, the eligibility criteria as proposed would nullify the clear
intent of Congress on this point. -

* Although only 4 of the 1979 Hispanic Title III program colleges have
graduate programs, we would also support Senator Denton's fourth amendmer.t .
which deals with the computation of E § G expenses so that Puerto Rican
colleges'ability to secure Title III funding would be enhanced. Island colleges,
although they are predominantly Hispanic, have not fared well in Title III,
despite the poverty of the island and eligibility for program funds. Again,
the lack of Hispanic Title IIl staff has been a specific problem for Puerto
Rico, as program officers have limited experience In assisting spanish speaking
professicnals. Rollbacks in Pell Grants have seriously jeopardized Puerto
Rican college resources, and we encourage the subcommittee to take special
recognition of this situation. Because the tax resources of Puerto Rican are

f
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lower than those of the manland U.S, special legislative considerations
zay be in order.

Finally; we would support any effort at "grandfathering" previously
eligible Title III colleges. The intent would be to insure that any
Qurfently eligible mstitution would continue to mainiain eligibility.
Colleges who have served disadvantaged students deserve support, and Congress
has acknowledged this by 1ts specral eligibility waivers for Spanish speaking
and Indian students. Title III, properly administered, could provide Hispanic
students with strengthened institutional resources. Its failure to fully reach
Hispanic students could be Teversed by measures we have suggested, and by move
sensitive administration. Thank you for the opportunity to present our views
to you today. ;

Table 1 - Title III funds for Basic and Advanced Institutional Development
awarded to wmstitutions with 20 percent Hispanic enrollment or

Lore: 1973-1979 7
E1scal Totail U.S. Mainland? Puertd Rico
Year Amount Anount Amount
(5'000's)] Percent3 | ($'000's)percentd | ($'000's Percent3
1973.... .. §5,776 5.3 $4,876 3.4 T § 900 0.8
1973..... 7,432 6.8 6177 5.6 1,255 11
1975..... 7,936 7.2 6,501 5.9 1,435 1.3
1976..... 6,336 5.8 5061 4.6 1,285 1.2
1977, ... 3,568 7.8 6,952 6.3 1,616 1.5
1978..... 5,886 5.4 4,165 3.8 1,611 1.5
1979, ..., 10,253 3.8 7,462 6.4 2,791 2.4

legram 1n Title II1 for institutaons with approximately 20 percent Hispanic
enrollment or more. i

2Fifty States and District of Columbia

3Percent of total Title III funds appropriated.

NOTE.- Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education,
Bureau of Higher and Continuing Education Factbook: Sumnary of Program
Information through Fiscal Year 1978 and staff report for Fiscal Year

” 1979 data.
* 7 In Fiscal Year 1980 Title III funded 24 institutions that serve
Hispanics for a total of $ 6,926,536.
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Mr. BLakey. We have time for one question. Concerning the con-
sortium problem, us I understand it, it forces a school to choose to
be on a consortium or to pursue an individual grant in part B.
They are subsequently precluded, if they are in a consortium from
part B eligibility. Does your reading of the statute make that appli-
cable to part A, the first part of part A, the 3-year as well as the 4-
year and 7-year grants?

Mr. Stewart. Yes, part B is the long-term. That causes the
major problem. But the amount of money which is available under
the part A in the short-term js-of grave concern to us. The consor-
L tium arrangements—when you have to make that choice, it might
| be possible for the school to get as much as $600,000 a year on an
individual grant, whereas on a consortium, our consortium has
been at about 31.2 million, serving 104 colleges. That means we
snend about $10,000 a college. Which are you going to choose? Are
you going to choose to try to get something for an individual col-
lege at $600,000 or are you geoing to help 104 colleges?

We have consistently at Kirkwood tried to help the 104 colleges,
of which about 25 or 26 we serve every year. We have done some
very exciting things with it, at a $10,000 cost. But if you give us a
choice of which we would, prefer, I think it becomes self- evident.
_Mr. -Brakey. If my memory of philosophy and logic is accurate,
that is called the momentum forced option.

. Mr. StewART. There are going to be a lot of colleges which are
small which do not have the _sophistication to get one of these
grants and will not apply because they do not have some of the
kind of help coming through the consortia. You will not see those
people here for those grants and some of those colleges are the
ones who have the greatest needs. If the consortia disappear, they
will have no chance te get title III money. That will be a grave in-
justice under this system. ,

Mr. BLAkey. Thank you, Jenny.

Ms. VANCE. I have nothing right now.

Mr, BLakey. I would like to thank both of you for being here
today.

We will ad)ourn now subject to the call of the Chair. I think we
will pursue the Chairman’s suggestlon, after I discuss this with
Miss Vance. We will be in touch with everyone who has offered
himself to join this group. We will try to get in touch with the De-
partment and put together a meeting as soon as we possibly can.

I will now adjourn the héaring.

[Whereupon, the subcommittee was adjourned, subject to the call
of the Chair, at 12:42 p.m.]

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., November 20, 1981.

—e——

Hon. PauL SiMoN,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Post-Secondary Education,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mi. CuairMaN. May I respectfully request that the attached testimony from
Dr. Edward H. Wilsun, Jr., President, Roanoke-Chowan College, be included in the
offiuial hearing record of the Higher Education Act of 1965 as amended.
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Thank you for your attentwn to this request, and with every good wish, [ am
~ Smcerely,
WALTER B. JONES.
Attachment.

Roanoke-CiowaN TrcuNicaL COLLEGE,
Ahoskie, N.C, October 26, 1981.

1 am wrniting this testimony as the president of a small community college in
North Carolina which has been fortunate enough to be a user of Title III (Institu-
tional Aid and formerly Strengthening Developing Institutions) funds We have
worked extremely hard to develop fundable proposals under this program because
the types of students that we serve just happen to be the kinds that the program
can and should serve. ¢

Our schoo! was founded m 1967 in an extremely poor rural area of Northeaster
North Carolina. Since 1ts inception the school has served people who are living in
severe area that 1s charactenzed by rural isolation, who have an income level-that
1s sigmificantly lower than the state and national averages, and who hold an aca-
demic level of educational attainment that also is continually-below-state-and-1a-

--tional levels, The populdtion is 60 percent black and 40 percent white as is the

school population. Unemployment stays between two and three percentage points
above the state average. We do-not consider this a detriment but a challenge to our

job.

Unfortunately, because of the unique needs of the people, the state funding
system does not ?rovxde enough to start up special programs that are needed for
these educationally and economically disadvantaged students The funding system
wilt provide for programs after start up by its earn-back provisions We simply could
not meet many of the needs of these ‘forgotten” students without external re-
sources, including Title I11.

Since we receved funding four years ago, our school has been freatly improved
and 1n turn our students more adequately served. We were able to develop a com-
prehensive counseling program which provided many of the support services the
students needed from the time they first enrolled until they were placed on the job
We also were able to 1mprove the management of our financial aid and student
services with.these funds. .

Disadvantaged students are often not prepared for post-secondary education from
an academic standpoint. We were able to start a developmental education program
which provides the more basic skills in reading, English, mathematics and study
skills. Our retention of these high risk students has doubled by providing them
more skills which they can uge to cope with their quest for an education

The Title 1II funds have given us the start-up funds for improving the academic
offerings of the college in another way. We started a nursing education options pro-
gram whch provides the traming for both practical nurses and registered nurses
This program 1s a costly one which also was deman-led by the local area to the point
where 1t had to be offered no matter what. Title 11 provided the start-up funds that
allowed us to develop the curnicilum and begin instruction without our having to
close down other needed programs. When the program was evaluated for accredita-
tion by the North Carolina State Board of Nursing, it received commendations and
full accreditation even though 1t had not graduated its first class This is a rare oc-
currence, and we feel partly the result of the additional start-up funding being
available,

Because of our situation, 1t 1s apparent that we have special needs, and it would:
be extremely difficult for 'us to serve our student populations without external fund-
ing. Title Il is one of the resources we have used.

We have always been a2 eligible institution under Title III We have not always

" used Title I to supl)ort our programs. We are now planning for a strong revision of
a,

our existing curricula. We had hoped that Title I funds would be available as part
of the package to embark on this revision. We, an institution serving poor, educa-
tionally disadvantaged and high numbers of minority students, may not be eligible
under the new guidelines. It 1s difficult to comprehend why certain things are being
pursyed as appropriate screenin mechanisms. 1 am particularly concerned about
the provisions on ehgibihity as related to Pell Grants. We have a very '*rge number
of individuals on Pell Grants 159%). This is not a problem in our schuel, but in a
number of similar schools (based on the community that is served) in North Caroli-
na the percentage 1s not as high. As community colleges we reflect the populations
we serve and since we all tend to serve a high number of educationally as well as a
representative number of economucally disadvantaged students, it would appear that
a shding scale would be a more appropriate means of determining ehigibility points
(Sections 625.3{ 626.2) Of great concern is the proposal to assure that the average

\ .
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Pell amount exceeds the nativnal average fur the type of sthool. In the past we were
aitegonized as publiv twoyear wolleges, The average 15 directly related to the cost of
educaton at these schuuls. North Caroling community colleges have low tuition and
therefure a lower Pell grant award. Other facturs such as residency affect the size of
this award alsu. We could conceivably be inelygible for support with more than half
of vur students un Pell grants because we offer them low tuition and fees. This does
not seem appropriate to me. (See attached table

If these propused regulations are allowed tu stand, it appears that maybe two of
the fifty-esght public community wolleges frum North Carolina will be eligible to
apply fur funding under Title III next year. The colleges in North Carolina have
received nearly 20 grants each year and have been eligible for many other years. It
has been estimated that as many as 73 percent of the two year colleges in the
United States will be ineligible under the propused regulations. If it 1s the intent of
Cungress tu serve schouls in need of aid to the point that they are threatened in
their abiity tu survive, then these institutiuns should be eligible. Regulations should
not narruw the puul of prupusers, but should enhance the quality of the proposals
submitted. It 15 up tu the programeataff to assure that the evaluation method pro-
vides the funds for the most needed projects. :

Sincerely,
- Epwarp H. Wuson, Jr,,
- N President,

-

PELL GRANT AWARD DIFFERENTIAL FOR A TYPICAL £ YEAR COLLEGE STUDENT BASED ON STATE OF
COLLEGE ATTENDED g

[For 3 1B0me stadent with 2 Pell 2120 shpdabty ncex rangng from 0 to 500}

Styre Tution 3nd foes 'iﬁi‘ﬁ&&“ Cost of equcaton  AOCTL 0f Pel
books pant
Notth Catglina $143 $1,500 $1,643 $132
South Carcina 452 1.500 1,952 908
Viagna 341 1.500 1.841 832
Tennesses 319 1,500 1819 832
Colorado 519 1.500 2019 932
New York- . 903 1,500 2403 1,132
Delaware . 529 1,500 2009 932
Georgd 460 1,500 1.960 882
Indiana 136 1,500 2,236 1,032
. Mland 542 1,500 2,042 958
Pennsybvama 123 1,500 2,228 1,032
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
House OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C.,, January 23, 198..

Hon. Paur Sivox 11,
Charrman Subcommuttee on Postsecondary Education, *
Washington, D.C. : .

Dear ConuRessMAN SiMun. Yuur office has regently received a copy of the com
ments made by Mr. Stephen M. Smuth concerning the prupused Title 111 regulations
Mr. Smith © the Director of Develupment at the Suutheastern Community College
in Whiteville, North Carolina.

If possible, please see that Mr. Snuth's cumments are recorded in the Commitgu
hearing text regarding the proposal. L

I appreciate your efforts in this area.

With best wishes.

Sincerely,
- CiiARLIE RosE.

¥ .
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SouTheaSTERN CommUNiTY COLLEGE,
Whiteville, N.C., September 15, 1981.
Re comments on proposed title 11 regulations 134 CFR, Parts 621, 625, 626, and 627)
Ms. ALFREDA M. LIEBERMANN,
Chuef, Pohicy and Rlanning Section, Institutional Aid Programs, US Department of
Education, Washington, D.C.

Drar’Ms. Liesermann. The purpose in my letter to you is to officially comment
on the proposed Title III «Institutional Aid Programsi Regulations, which began on -
page 37470 of the July 20, 1981, Federal Register.

The following are comments on the proposed Title 11 regulations

COMMENT NO. |

Re/erence:} gelsxgnalwn of eligbility. Strengthening program, special needs program,

. pige i t.

We recommend thet the Secretary not define a “substaiitial” percentage of stu-

dents who recewve Pell Grants, as “at least 35 percent of its undergraduate students

a‘hp were cnrolled as at least half-time students and were eligible to apply for*Pell
rants in the base year received Pell Grants in that year.”

Instead, we recommend -that the Secretary develop a points scale so that the
higher 1ts percentage of Pell Grant recipients, the more points an institution will
teceive. Such a points scale has been effective in past years. :

We base our rationale on the basis that many institutions which-have been desig-
nated ‘developing istitutions” for many years, would suddenly be“de ined ineli-
gible. This fact has been yahdated by a “field test” performed by Dr James H
Young. Dr Young's field test involved 20 institutions from the Southeast, applying
the eligibility criterin stated in proposed regulations.

Among the twenty institutions, the mean percentage of Pell Grant recipients was
26 percent. This 1s sigmficantly less than the 35 percent being proposed in the Title
111 regulations. Only six institutions had better than thirty-five percent of its eligi-
ble students actually recetving BEOG tnow PelD) grants in base year 1979-80

It 1s further recommended in the event that the Secretary will not consider re-
verting to the poits scale to determine eligibility, that the clause requiring 35 per-
cent of eligible students to actually receive- Pell grants, be changed to 15 percent

- COMMENT NO. 2

Reference: Bonus pownts - .

We understand that “bonus pownts™ will no longer be given to an institution in
determining 1ts ehigibihity. We recommend that “bonus points. ” be given to an insti-
tution who serves a high number of economically disadvantaged students and to.in-
stitutions who are located in a rural isolated area.

v

COMMENT NO. 3

Reference: Reader panels

We understand that the rezder panels who will review grants to recommend fund-
ing will not have any pros.am staff representative. We recommend that a staff rep-
resentative serve on each reader panel. N

COMMENT NO. 4

Reference: Definition of “self-sufficient”

We recommend that the Secretary further refine and clarify exactly what is
meant when 1t 1s stated that an institution must be “sel!‘-sufﬁcnent" at the conclu-
sion of the long term development grant. We concur with the comments on this
matter submitted by the ACCTion Consortium.

COMMENT NO. &

Reference: Extension of the September 18 comment period

We strongly recommend that the comment period be extended beyond the Sep-
tember 15 date. Our reasoning 1s that these proposed regulations are indeed “sub-
stantial” regulations, governing a program of $129 6 million dollars

We further suggest that a pubﬁc hearing be conducted regarding the Proposed
Tutle HI regulations for the sake of more defined public comment

[ thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments to you




;'- $ N 2 "
i‘ .
i . .
| 145 .
1 hope you will give them your utmost consideration,
Thank you. ¢ ’
Sincerely, \
. \ SternEN M. Smith,
\ Director of Development,
. .
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